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AMENDMENTS TO FEDERAL AIRPORT ACT 





MONDAY, JUNE 6, 1955 


Unirep Sratres SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON AVIATION, 
Washington. D. ¢ 
The subcommittee met. at LO a. 
Capitol, Senator A. S. “Mike” Monroney (chairman of the subcor 
mittee) presiding. 
Present: Senators Monroney (presiding) and Bible. 
Also present : Professional stat 
Edward C. Sweeney, aviation counsel. 
"Senator Monronry. The hearing will proceed on S. 1855. First 
will make the bill a part of the record. 
(The above hie ntioned document is as follow “h 


1 
} 


membet assigned to this ine 


[S. 1855, S4th Ce 


ng., 1st sess 
\ BILL To amend the Federal Airport Act 


Be it ¢ rcled hy the Nenate and Fr se of Re presentatives of the United 
of Amert n Congress assembled, That paragraph (3) of section 2 (a) of t 
ederal Airport Act (49 U. S. C. 1101-1119) is amended to read as follows 


‘(3) ‘Airport development’ means (A) any work involved in constructi 





m.. in room G—16, United Stat 


improving, or repairing a public airport or portion thereof, including the con 
struction, alteration, and repair of airport passenger or freight terminal build 
ings and other airport administrative buildings and the removal, lowerit relo 
eation, and marking and lighting of airport hazards, and (B) any acquisition of 
land or of any interest therein, or of any easement through or other t in 
air space, which is necessary to permit any such work or to remove or 1 ite 
or prevent or limit the establishment of, airport hazards; bu ter ( 

not include the construction, alteration, or repair of airport hanga 

Sec. 2. The first two se tences of subsection (a) of section 3 o Act ( 
amended to read follows: 

“Sec. 3. (a) At least three months prior to the close of each fi yea ¢ 
Secretary is hereby authorized and directed to prepare and revise ! 1 
national plan for the development of public airports in the United S id 
ing the Territory of Alaska, the Territory of Hawaii, and Puerto R 
Virgin Islands. Such plan shall specif; n terms of general iti ind type 
of development, the projects considered by the Secretary to be nec v ft ) 
vide a system of public airports ace ite to anticipate and ( f 
civil aeronautics, which projects shall include all type f t 
eligible for Federal aid under this Act.” 

Sec. 3. Section 4 of such Act is amended to read as follows: 

“Sec. 4. In order i in conformit ith the 
prepared and from time sed re ied in t \ e ¢ ent 
of a nationwide system of public airp adequate to meet the ] d 
future needs of il aeronautics, the Secretary of Commerce is 
the limits of the obligation authe { provided i sectic [ I 
funds to sponsors for airport developme! ihe nait provided 
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0 Of such Act is amended to read as follows: 
“SEC. 5. (a) For the purpose of carrying out this Act with respect to projects 


in the several States, there are hereby authorized to be obligated by the execu 

{ of grant agreements pursuant to section 12 the sum of $60,000,000 for the 

fiscal year ending June 30, 1956, and a like sum for each of the fiscal years end- 

g June 30, 1957, June 30, 1958, and June 30 1959. Each such authorized amount 

| become available for obligation beginning July 1 of the fiscal vear for which 
thorize nd shall continue to be so available until so obligated. 


b) For the purpose of carrying out this Act with respect to projects in the 
rerritories of Aluska and Hawaii, and in Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands, 
there are hereby authorized to be obligated by the execution of grant agreements 


pursuant to secti 12 the sum of $3,000,000 for the fiscal vear ending June 30, 
I)o6, and a like sum f each of the fiscal years ending June 380, 1957, June 30, 
DoS, and June 30, 1959. Each such authorized amount shall become available 
for obligation beginning July 1 of the fiscal year for which it is authorized, and 
hall continue to be so available until so obligated. Of each of the amounts 


authorized by this subsection, 45 per centum shall be available for projects in 
the Territory of Alaska, 25 per centum for projects in the Territory of Hawaii, 
20 per centum for projects in Puerto Rico, and 10 per centum for projects in the 
n Island 

‘(c) There are hereby authorized to be appropriated Such amounts of money 
as may be necessary to liquidate obligations incurred as authorized by subsec- 
tions (a) and (b) 

‘(d) There are hereby authorized to be appropriated such amounts of Money 
as may be necessary for planning and research and for administrative expenses 
incident to the administration of this Act \s used in this section, the term 
‘administrative expenses’ includes expenses under this Act of the character 
specified in section 204 of the Civil Aeronautics Act of 1988 (49 U.S. C. 424).” 

Sec. 5. Section 6 of such Act is amended to read as follows: 

“Sec. 6. (a) As soon as possible after July 1 of each fiscal year for which an 
amount is authorized to be obligated by section 5 (a), 75 per centum of the 
amount made available for that year shall be apportioned by the Secretary of 
Commerce among the several States, one-half in the proportion Which the popu- 
lation of each State bears to the total population of all the States, and one-half 
in the proportion which the area of each State bears to the total area of all 
the States. Kach amount so apportioned for a State shall, during the fiscal 
vear for which it was first authorized to be obligated, be available only for 
grants for approved projects located in that State, or sponsored by that State 
or some public agency thereof but located in an adjoining State, and thereafter 
any portion of such amount which remains unobligated shall be redistributed 
and reapportioned as provided in subsection (c) of this section. Upon making 
al apportionment as provided in this subsection, the Secretary shall inform the 
executive head of each State, and any public agency which has requested such 
information, as to the amounts apportioned for each State. As used in this sub- 
section the term ‘population’ means the population according to the latest 
decennial census of the United States and the term ‘area’ includes both land 
and water. 

“(b) (1) Twenty-five per centum of all amounts authorized to be obligated 
by section 5 (a) shall as such amounts become available, constitute a dis- 
cretionary fund. 

“(2) Such discretionary fund shall be available for such approved projects 
in the several States as the Secretary may deem most appropriate for carrying 
out the national airport plan, regardless of the States in which they are located. 
The Secretary shall give consideration, in determining the projects for which 
such fund is to be so used, to the existing airport facilities in the several States 
and to the need for or lack of development of airport facilities in the several 
States 

3) Snch discretionary fund shall also be available for such approved projects 
in national parks and national recreation areas, national monuments, and na- 
tional forests, sponsored by the United States or any agency thereof, as the 
Secretary may deem appropriate for carrying out the national airport plan; 
but no other funds authorized under authority of this Act shall be available for 
such purpose. The sponsor’s share of the project costs of any such approved 
project shall be paid only out of funds contributed to the sponsor for the purpose 
of paying such costs (receipt of which funds and their use for this purpose is 
hereby authorized) or appropriations specifically authorized therefor. 
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‘(c) Seventy-five per centum of any amount apportioned f project 
State pursuant to subsection (a) of this section which has n been obligated 


by grant agreement at the expiration of the fiscal year fol | Vl 








was originally authorized to be obligated shall 





e reap} - er 
spective States in the manner of apportionment of the origi authorization 
under subsection (a) and the remaining 25 per centum of such amount shall be 
added to the discretionary fund established by subsection (| 1 at tl exp 
tion of each succeeding fiscal year any of the a int so reapportioned a State 
that still remains unobligated shall again be reapportioned and redi ibuted in 
the same manner.” 

Sec. 6. Section 8 of such Act is amended to read as folloy 

“SEC 5 At lea [ two months prio! ic I © CLIOM of each fiscal ve I S 
of Commerce shall submit t the Congress a request for authe { | 
during the two fiscal years immediately following the fiscal year in whicl ich 
request is submitted, those of the projects for the developme: cla f and 
larger airports included in the then current revision of the nati« il airpo. n 
which, in his opinion, should be undertaken during such two fiscal year pe 
the approval of which has not previously been authorized as provided he 
together with an estimate of the amount of the Federal shai 
project costs of such development: Provided, That during any one fisca ear 
the Secretary may, without obtaining authority therefor pursuant en n, 
approve a project or projects for the development of any class 4 or larger airport 
so long as the Federal share of the allowable cost thereof doc hot exceed 
$50,000. In determining what development to include in such a request the 
Secretary shall consider, among other things, the relative aeronautical need f 
and urgency of all such development included in the plan and the elihood of 
securing satisfactor) sponsorship of projects for the accomplishment of wh all 
port development. The Secretary shall be deemed to have been grante« e 
authority requested unless a contrary intent shall have been n fested by A 
or concurrent resolution of the Congress prior to June 380 of the yea n \ h 
such request was submitted No project for the development of a $ or 
arger airport shall be approved except as provided in this sect 


Sec. 7. The first sentence of subsection (d) of section 9 of such Act is amended 
to read as follows: “All such projects shall be subject to the approval of the 
Secretary of Commerce, which approval shall be given only if be is satisfied that 
the project will contribute to the accomplishment of the purposes of this Act 


that sufficient funds are available for that portion of the project cost vhich is 
not to be paid by the United States under this Act, that the project will be com- 
pleted without undue delay, that the public agency or public agencies which sub 
mitted the project application have legal authority to engage in the airport de- 
velopment as proposed, and that all project sponsorship requirements prescribed 
by or under the authority of this Act have been or will be met.” 

SE S. The third sentence of section 12 of such Act amended te ead as 


follows: “Each such offer shall state a definite amount as the maximum obliga 
tion of the United States payable from funds authorized by this Act, and shall 
stipulate the obligations to be assumed by the sponsor or sponso1 of the 
project 

Senator Monroney. I will also make a second copy of the bill a part 
of the record. This COpy show s the proposed change = in the ex ting 
law in italics and the deletions by brackets. 

(The document follows: 


PROPOSED AMENDMENTS ARE SHOWN BY ITALICS, DELETIONS BY BRA¢ 
A BILL To amend the Federal Airport Act, as Amends 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of t United 
of America in Congress assembled, That par 
Federal Airport Act (49 U.S. C., 1101-1119) is amended to read fo) 


‘aph (3) of section 2 (a) of the 








“(3) ‘Airport development’ means (A) any work involved nstrue im 
proving, or repairing a public airport or portion thereof, in y the ru 
tion, alteration, and repair of airport passenger or freight ter nal Md and 
other airport administrative buildings and the removal, lowering, relocation, and 


marking and lighting of airport hazards, and (B) any acquisition of land or of 
any interest therein, or of any easement through or other interest in air space 


which is necessary to permit any such work or to remove or mitigate, or prevent 
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or limit the establishment of, airport hazards; but such term does not include 
the construction, alteration, or repair of airport hangars.” 

Sec, 2. The first two sentences of subsection (a) of section 3 of such Act are 
amended to read as follows: 

“Sro, 8. (a) At least three months prior to the close of each fiscal year, the 
Secretary is hereby authorized and directed to prepare and revise annually, a 
national plan for the development of public airports in the United States, includ 
ing the Territory of Alaska, the Territory of Hawaii, and Puerto Rico, and the 
Virgin Islands. Such plan shall specify, in terms of general location and type of 
deve opme nt, the projec ts considered by the secretary to be necessary to provide 
a system of public airports adequate to anticipate and meet the needs of civil 


aeronauties! iy hich proiects shall inelude all tupes of airport deve lopme nt 
eligible for federal aid under this Act.” 
Sec. 3. Section 4 of such Act is amended to read as follows: 





“Sec. 4. In order to bring about, in conformity with the national airport plan 
prepared and from time to time revised as provided in this Act, the establishment 
of a Nation-wide system of public airports adequate to meet the present and 
future needs of civil aeronautics, the Secretary of Commerce is authorized, 
within the limits or [available appropriations made therefor by the Congress] 
the obligation authority provided in section 5, to make grants of funds to sponsors 
for airport development as hereinafter provided.” 

Sec. 4. Section 5 of such Act is amended to read as follows: 

“Spee. 5. [(a2) in addition to amounts hereinafter authorized to be appropriated 
for administrative expenses, the sum of $3,000,000 is hereby authorized to be 
appropriated immediately upon the enactment of this Act for expenses of pre 
liminary planning and surveys incident to the initiation of the airport program 
provided for by this Act, including administrative expenses, which sum shall 
remain available until expended.J 

“[(b)] (a) for the purpose of carrying out this Act with respect to projects 
in the several States, [annual appropriations amounting in the aggregate to 
$500,000,000 are hereby authorized to be made to the Secretary over a period of 
twelve fiscal vears, beginning with the fiscal vear ending June 30, 1947. The 
appropriation for any such fiscal year shall not exceed $100,000,000 and shall 
remain available until June 30, 1958, unless sooner expended. Not to exceed 5 
per centum of any such annual appropriation, as specified in the Act making 
such appropriation, shall be available to the Secretary for necessary planning 
and research and for administrative expenses incident to the administration of 
this Act in the several States; except that if 5 per centum of the appropriation 
for any fiscal year is less than $8,500,000, or if there is no appropriation for such 
fiscal year, not to exceed $3,500,000 in the aggregate may he made available to 
the Secretary, for such fiscal year, for such planning and research and adminis- 
trative expenses. Any amounts made available to the Secretary for such 
planning and research and administrative expenses shall be deducted for purposes 
of determining the amounts available for grants for projects in the several 
States.] there are hereby authorized to be obligated by the execution of grant 











agreements pursua to Section 12 the sum of $60,000,000 for the fiseal year 
ending J ) 79 Fe nd alike sum for each of tI al vuea ending June 80 
1957. and J ( f 58, and June 30, 1959 Rach such authorized amount shall 
hecame available f * Ohligation heginn aq Jul 1 of the fiseal year for achich it 
i2 gquithoa ed. ane hall continue to he oad tilahle until go hligated. 


“[(c)] (b) For the purpose of carrying out this Act with respect to projects 
in the Territories of Alaska and Hawaii, and in Puerto Rico and the Virgin 
Islands, [annual appropriations amounting in the aggregate to $20,000,000 ar 
hereby authorized to be made to the Secretary over a period of twelve fiscal 
years beginning with the fiscal year June 30, 1947. The appropriation for any 
shall remain available until June 30, 1958, unless sooner ex 
» exceed 5 per centum of any such annual appropriation, as speci 
Act making such appropriation, shall he available to the Secretary 





administrative expenses incident to 
ation of this Act with respect to projects in the Territories of 


nd in Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands: and the amount 





av: shall be deducted from such appropriation for purposes of deter 
mining the amount thereof available for grants for projects therein. Of the 
total mount available for sueh grant J there are hereby authorized to be obli 
aated hu the execution of arant aaree ents pursuant to Section 12 the sum of 


$300,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1956, and a like sum for each of the 
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fiscal years ending June 30, 1957, June 30, 1958, and Jin / } j j 
authorized amount shall become available for obligation hee / ,]e 
fiscal year for which it is authorized, and shall continue t he hile 
s0 obligated. Of each of the amounts authoried by this subs tig 1 ner centum 


shall be available for projects in the Territory of Alaska, 2 re m{ 

be available] for projects in the Territory of Hawaii, [25] pe ent C 

be available] for projects in Puerto Rico, and [5] /0 per cent [shall be 
available] for projects in the Virgin Islands 


‘(c) There are hereby authorized to be appropriated suecl ” ts ¢ ( j 
as mau be necessary to liqu date obligations incurred as autho d hy 
tions (a) and (b) 

fe. There are hereby authorized to be appro} ated ie] ( j if mo / 
as may be necessary for plar ning and research and for ad if ( ( 
incident to the administration of this Aet As nsed in thi Si ! thre 
‘administrative expenses’ includes expenses under thi Act he chm er 
specified in Section 204 of the Civil Aeronautics Act of 1938 ended £ Ss. ¢ 


1940 edition, title 49, sec. 4249 (49 U.S.C. 424) 
Src. 5. Section 6 of such Act is amended to read as follows: 








‘Sec. 6. (a) As soon as possible after [any appropriation is 1 unde f 
tion 5 (b)J July 1 of each fiscal year fo thich an amount is ¢ ( 1 to 
obligated by Nection 5 (a). 75 ner centum of the amount Tt) ere fy / 
able for [grants for projects in the several States] that year s} be anportioned 
by the Secretary of Commerce among the several States, one-half the ro 
portion which the popul on of each State bea to the tot DO} i I 
the States, and one-half in the propor n which the area of « Sta 
the total area of all the States [All ms§ Hach a nt so appo1 ied f 
State shall, during the fiscal year for which [they e origina pproprii J 
it was first authorized to he obligated. he ay able only for grant t } ed 
projects located in that State, or sponsored by that State o1 me public agency 
thereof but loented in an adjoining State, and thereaft mn ! n of h 
Esums] amount which remains [unexpended or] unobligated shall be r 
uted and rea port med as provided i subsection (€@¢) oO l | 
naking an apportionment as provided in this subsection, the S« ry 
nform th executive head of each St: e, and anv publie agency hes a) 
quested such information, as to the amonnts apportioned f each State \ 
used in this subsection the term ‘population’ means the poy on i rdit to 
he latest decennial census of the United States a the t ure i udes 


both land and water 
‘(b) (1) [All moneys appropriated under section 5 (b) w are available 


for grants for projects in the several States, and which are not wortioned 


r?h | ‘ 
yrrovided in subsection (a) of this section. shall constitute a « ‘ rional fui 1.J 
Twenty-five per centum (25%) of all amounts ¢ horized to be obl ! f oY 
Neectir 5 (a) shall, as such amount hye pnearail G. fil I ¢ ( 


fund 

“ie. [The moneys in] such discretionary fund shall be available [to pav the 
United States share of the allowable project costs of J sucl prove } ect 
n the several States as the Secretary may deem most approp e for earrvin 
out the national airport plan, regardless of the States in which the ire mente 
The Secretary shall give consideration n determining the ‘ } 
{the moneys in] such fund [are] is to be so used, to the existing airport 4 
ties in the several States and to the need for or lack of develop nt of airport 


facilities in the several States. 


“(3) [The moneys 





tionary fund shall also be; iil ef ' 


the United States share of the allowable project costs of] for s ipproved 

ects in national parks and national recreation are: natio nument nd 
national forests, sponsored by the United States or any agency thereof the S 
retary may deem appropriate for carrying out the national airport plan: but no 
other funds [appropriated] auth rized under authority of this A hall b 

able for such purpose. The sponsor’s share of the project costs of any 

proved project shall be paid only out of ft it? ed t © Ss} ' p 
purpose of paying such costs (receipt of wl ds and thei , 

is hereby authorized) or appropriation lv authorized ‘ 





*(@) DAt the expiratic of each fis vear : \ mds am 1 for e 
pursuant to this section which have not been ex] ded or o 1 
projects vated in t State o7 wo? ‘ t State o 


hereof but ed it Ljoi gy St auld be 








6 AMENDMENTS TO FEDERAL AIRPORT ACT 


in accordance with the requirements of subsections (a) and (b) of this section 
governing the distribution and apportionment of newly appropriated funds.] 
Seventy-five per centum (759%) of any amount apportioned for projects in a 
Siate pursuant to subsection (a) of this Section which has not been obligated 
by grant agreement at the expiration of the fiscal year for which such amount was 
originally authorized to be obligated shall be reapportioned among the respective 
States in the manner of apportionment of the original authorization under swh 
25 per centum of such amount shall be added to 
the discretionary fund established by subsection (bb), and at the expiration of 


section (a) and the remaining 


each succeeding fiscal year any of the amount so reapportioned for a State that 
still remains unobligated shall again be re apportioned and redistributed in the 
same manner.” 
sec. 6. Section 8 of such Act is amended to read as follows: 

At least two months prior to the close of each fiscal year, the Secre 
tary of Commerce shall submit to the Congress a request for authority to fmake 
grants] approve, during the two fiscal years immediately following the fiscal 
year in which such request is submitted [to the Congress, for] , those of the 
projects for the development of class 4 and larger airports included in the then 
current revision of the national airport plan which, in his opinion, should be 
undertaken during [that] such two fiscal year period, [and for which grants 
have] the approval of which has not previously been authorized as provided 
herein, together with an estimate of the [Federal funds required to pay the 
United States] amount of the Federal share of the allowable project eosts of 
such development: Provided, [That a grant or grants of funds for the develop 
ment of any class 4 or larger airports, in a total amount not in excess of $50,000 


Se R 


during any fiscal year, may be made without prior submission of a request for 
and grant of authority pursuant to this section.J] That during any one fiscal 
year the Secretary may, without obtaining authority therefor pursuant to this 
seciion, approve «@ project or projects for the development of any class 4 or larger 
airport so long as the Federal share of the allowable cost thereof does not cxaceed 
$50,000. In determining what development to include in such a request, the Sec 
retary shall consider, among other things. the relative aeronautical need for al 
urgency of all such development included in the plan and the likelihood of se- 
curing satisfactory sponsorship of projects for the accomplishment of such air 
port development. [Any subsequent appropriation of funds pursuant to section 
5h of this Act] The Secretary shall be deemed to [grant] have been granted the 
authority requested, unless a contrary intent shall have been manifested by [the 
Congress by law] act or [by] concurrent resolution [[.] of the Congress prior 
to June 30 of the year in which such request was submitted. LNo grant of funds 
in excess of $50,000 in any one fiscal year for development of any class 4 or larger 
airport shall be made unless authorized as provided herein.} No project for the 
development of a class 4 or larger airport shall be approved except as provided 
in this section.” 

7. The first sentence of subsection (d) of Section 9 of such Act is amended 
to read as follows: ‘All such projects shall be subject to the approval of the 
Secretary of Commerce, which approval shall be given only if [, at the time of 
approval, funds are available for payment of the United States share of the 
allowable project costs, and only if] he is satisfied that the project will con- 
tribute to the accomplishment of the purposes of this Act, that sufficient funds 
are available for that portion of the project costs which is not to be paid by 
the United States under this Act, that the project will be completed without 
undue delay, that the public agency or public agencies which submitted the 
project application have legal authority to engage in the airport development 
as proposed, and that all project sponsorship requirements prescribed by or under 
the authority of this Act have been or will be met.” 

Sec. 8. The third sentence of Section 12 of such Act is amended to read as 
follows: “Each such offer shall state a detinite amount as the maximum obliga- 
tion of the United States payable from funds authorized [under authority of] by 
this Act, and shall stipulate the obligations to be assumed by the sponsor or 


sponsors of the 1 roject.’ 


SEC. 


Senator Monroney. At this point I would also like to insert into 
the record my statement of purpose and need for S. 1855, a bill to 
amend the Federal Airport Act, delivered on the floor of the Senate, 
April 28, 1955. 
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(The above-mentioned document is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF PURPOSE AND NEED FoR S. 1855, a Britt To A 


ArreorT Act, DELIVERED ON THE FLOOR OF THE SENATE, APRI 

Mr. Monroney. Mr. President, when we nsider the 1 df 
America is developing in both military and Vilian aviation { ( bir 
indeed, to realize that our airport program throughout the 4s ‘ 
left without udequa e funds to bring a rport a tile erving tl indred 
of thousands of people who use the airline and other Ir ser es | 
where they will be ode i: Or capable ot uceomn dat he the ( | il 
planes and other fast flying aircraft which will be in the air in 
au few years. It is later than we think, in the developii 
for this new type of equipment. It is with th n mind 1 the 
introduced by my colleagues and lnyself 

The bill makes no change whatsoevse n the basic ] Ci 
previously laid down by Congress in the act Thus, there are 
the requirements W th respect to the administration « the gi I 
such as the distribution and apportionment of funds, the eligibility of the v; 
types of airport construction and improvement, sponsorship requires ‘ 
gressional approval of projects for large airports (class 4 and rge ( I) 
only purpose of the bill is to prescribe specific amounts that v he 0 
by grant agreement over the period indicated, namely, the next 4 years, the 
than to leave such amouits to be determined from year to year, a On e CuSeé 

At the time of its enactment in 1946, the Federal Airport Act templated ¢ 


intended that $520 million in Federal grants would be made available over 
} 


period of approximately 7 years to match State and local funds in the develop 
ment of a nationwide system of public airports. The only limitation on the 


availability of the $520 million within the 7-year period is the pro on that not 
in excess of $100 million may be appropriated for projects in the continenta 
United States in any 1 fiscal year. Consequently, the States and their untic 

municipalities and other political subdivisions began planning +f lirport de 

velopment on the assumption that Federal funds within the amounts stated in 
the Federal Airport Act would be available for matching purposes (generally 
on a 50-50 basis) over the 7 year period pres ribed in the statute In the great 
majority of cases it took the States and local agencies involved 1 or 2 years t 

complete arrangements for financing their share of the cost of tl airport 
development needed and to develop the plans for the actual co ruction. The 
latter, of course, required the development of an overall master plan of the 
ultimate airport facility that was considered needed to serve civil aviation 
within the foreseeable future. Also, a majority of the public agencies involved 
are not able to obtain within 1 or even 2 fiscal years the full amount of their 
share of the cost of the entire amount of airport construction costs that would 
be incurred in developing the entire airport facility contemplated. This of course 
results in the necessity of planning for the total airport development to be unde! 


taken in stages over a period of years 
For the first full fiscal year after the enactment of the act, $45 million was 
appropriated for the program. Jt is my understanding that a larger amount 


was not appropriated for that fiscal year for the reasons previously stated 
namely, that many of the States and local agencies had not had time to complete 
their planning and financing arrangements, and in many instances, the ¢ tment 
of legislation necessary to enable them to participate in the program t early 
It was contemplated at that time that larger appropriations would be made 
curing the succeeding years, as the States and local agencies completed their 
planning and financing arrangements. However, only $52,500,000 was appro 
priated for the fiscal year 1948. Further, subsequent annual appropriatic 

have not even approximated half of the authorized amount of $100 million It 
fact, as of today, approximately 9 years after enactment of the act, re | ( 


heen appropriated and made available for projects $236,221,154, out of the total 
$520 million originally authorized for a 7-year period. 
Many States, municipalities, and other local agencies have suffered c 


erable losses due to the preparation of plans and making of financing arrange 
ments, such as issuance of bonds, ete., in contemplation of the availability of 
the Federal assistance in accordance with the authorization prescribed unde 
the act and the subsequent failure of the Federal Government to provide that 


assistance. 
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In 1950 it became apparent that the airport development program which the 
ict contemplated being completed in approximately 7 years, would not be com- 
pleted within that time. The Congress, therefore, by the enactment of Public 
Law, 846, Sist Congress, approved September 27, 1950, amended the act to extend 
the program over an additional 5 years, namely, until June 30, 1958, instead of 
June 30, 1953. 

Notwithstanding the planning and financing arrangements that had been made 
hy States and municipalities in contemplation of continuation of the program, 
the Secretary of Commerce in early 1953 decided that no further funds would 
be requested for the program unless and until a complete and thorough study 
had been made and disclosed a definite need for Federal assistance in public 
airport development. To this end the Secretary appointed a committee composed 
of Government, State, municipal, and private industry representatives to make 
a thorough and complete study of the matter and to report to him their findings 
and recommendations by the end of 1953. This action, of course, completely upset 
the planning of States and local agencies. Many of them had undertaken the 
development of their airport facilities in stages in order to utilize the small 
amounts of money that had been becoming available during the prior years and 
with the expectancy that at least these smaller amounts of money would continue 
to be available until the entire $500 million had been utilized. Many were faced 
vith the possibility of not being able to complete facilities that were only partially 
completed, having been undertaken on a stage basis in contemplation of addi- 
tional funds becoming available in the following years for the remaining stages. 
In the fall of 1953 the committee appointed by the Secretary of Commerte 
completed its investigation and study and reached the conclusion that the 
Federal Government should participate in the cost of public airports needed to 
serve air commerce, and recommended that the program under the Federal 
Airport Act be continued. The report of the committee called particular atten- 
tion to the fact that larger amounts of funds than had been previously appro- 
priated over the years would have to be made available to effectively and 
effic iently carry out the purposes of the act 

On the basis of the findings and recommendations of the committee $22,500,000 
was requested and appropriated for the fiscal year 1955. At this time, as in 
the case of the first appropriation for 1948, there were statements and indi- 
eations to the effect that a larger amount was not being requested for the fiscal 
year 1955 for the reason that that amount would be sufficient to get the program 
started again after the 1-year layoff—that the States and local public agencies 
had deferred their planning during the 1-year layoff pending the decision of 
the Federal Government as to whether the program would be continued. The 
general understanding of the States, municipalities, and other local agencies 
vas that the $22,500,000 was just to get the program underway again and that 
the larger amounts required to meet their needs and to carry out the program, 
as contemplated by the act, would be made available during the years following. 

Accordingly, as in the case of the years immediately following the enact- 
ment of the act, the States and local agencies again started their planning and 
negotiating for financing, etc., in contemplation of Federal grants being made 
available in amounts approximating the amount authorized by the act, or at 
least considerably in excess of the relatively small amounts heretofore appro- 
priated. According to the budget for the fiscal year 1956, however, only some 
$11,500,000 is being requested, which is smaller than the annual appropriation 
of any prior year, with the exception of the fiscal year 1954, for which no 
appropriation was made. The States and local agencies are therefore again 
faced with the loss of considerable planning and financing costs that have been 
incurred in contemplation of the reestablishment of the Federal airport program 
on a scale approximating that which is contemplated by the act. 

In addition to the loss in money that has been suffered as a result of the 
failure of the Federal Government to provide the funds contemplated by the 
act, within the period of time prescribed in the act, civil aviation has suffered 
because of the delay in providing much-needed airport facilities. 

In order to develop the nationwide system of public airports that is needed 
to serve civil aviation, such as is contemplated by the Federal Airport Act, it 
is essential that the States and local agencies bo given definite assurance of 
the money that will be available for matching their local money when and as 
their plans and financing arrangements are completed and they are ready to 
undertake the actual construction work involved. Only a relatively few air- 
ports in the country today can accommodate the civil jet transport plane that 
undoubtedly will be in service by the time the airport construction financed 
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with funds authorized by the proposed bill is completed In fac { ir 
possible that jet aircraft will be in service even before that tine In any eve 
the planning for its accommodation must be undert hi ‘ 
immediate future. Further, even without regard to the adve 
craft transportation, municipalities are finding that it is necessary to in and 
provide for almost continuous expansion and improvement of { 
facilities if the needs of the constantly increasing civil air tratlic are 

The same situation prevails with respect to road g 
and for that reason the highway prograins have consistent] een auth ed « 
a 2-year basis, with the exception of the postwar highway pre ) i 4 
by the Highway Act of 1944 which authorized funds for pn ( 
3 years. In addition, in recognition of the necessity for all ince 4 
planning, ete., prior to actual construction, the hi : 
thorize funds to be obligated during the 2 fiscal vears ft ng 
next succeeding the year in which the authorization is granted. In othe vords 
the Highway Act of 1952 authorized the obligation of specific amounts fe oud 
and highway projects during the fiscal years 1954 and 1955, and the Hig a 
Act of 1954 authorized the obligation of specific amounts for such purposes dut 
ing the fiscal years 1956 and 1957 Therefore, the States were ussured 1952 


of the Federal highway money that would be available for matching their mone 
in the second and third year hence, namely, in 1954 and 1955. Likewise, in 1954 
they were assured of the Federal money that would be available in 1956 an 
1957. 

In the airport program there is even more need for advance knowledge and 
assurance of the availability of Federal assistance because of the fact tha 
municipalities as well as States are involved and funds for the local share of 


costs in many instances must be obtained from the issuance of bonds pursuan 
to elections held for that purpose. In addition, highway network planning i 
much further advanced than is airport planning, the Federal-aid highway pre 
gram having been in effect since at least the early 1920's 

rhe proposed bill would provide the States and their political subdi Ol vitl 
definite assurance that S60 million will be available to them for grants under the 


Federal Airport Act for each of the next succeeding 4 fiscal years, and the Tern 
tories and possessions that $8 million will be available to them for that purpose 
for each of such years. This will enable the States, Territories, ete., to under 
take the planning, financing, and other preliminary work for development and 
improvement of public airports needed for air commerce, with definite assurance 
of the amount of funds for the payment of the Federal share of the cost theres 
that will be available to them as and when they are able to undertake the actua 
construction work within that 4-year period, 

Attention is invited to the fact that this authorization of $68 million for ea 
of the next 4 years, or a total of $252 million, added to prior appropriations it 
the amount of $236,221,154, is aproximately $31,700,000 less than the $520 mi 
lion originally authorized. 





CLARIFYING AMENDMENT 


Section 1 of the bill would amend section 2 (a) of the act, relating to the 
definition of “airport development.” This amendment is intended primarily 
for clarification purposes ir that it specifically provides that airport passenge) 
or freight terminal buildings are among the types of airport administrative 
buildings that are eligible under the act. It is believed that the amendmen 
is in accordance with the original intent of the Congress at the time of enact 
ment of the Federal Airport Act in 1046. 

Section 2 of the bill would amend section 3 (a) of the act in two resp. 
namely, (1) by prescribing a specific time limit for each annual revision of the 
national airport plan and (2) by providing that the projects in such plan sha 
include all types of airport development that are eligible for Federal aid unde 
the act. 

Under the existing provisions of the act there is no specific time prescribed for 
each annual revision of the national airport plan, the act merely providil 
that the plan be revised annually. As a result, in the past, each annual re 
vision has been issued at a different time, the revision for 1 year, 1954, not 
having been issued until the fall of that year. Under the act no project appli 
cation may include any airport development other than that included in the na 
tional airport plan. Therefore, it would appear almost essential that eae! 
annual revision of the plan be completed within a reasonable time before tl 
commencement of the next fiscal year so that plans may be developed for the 








10 AMENDMENTS TO FEDERAL AIRPORT ACT 


submission of applications for projects included in that revision that are to 
be undertaken with funds appropriated for such fiscal year. It is believed that 
8 months, as prescribed in the amendment, is a sufficiently reasonable period of 
time for that purpose 

The second part of the amendment to section 3 (a) is intended to make it clear 
that the annual revisions of the national airport plan are not to exclude any 
types of airport development eligible for Federal participation under the act. 
It is entirely possible that during any particular fiscal year the amount of funds 
authorized may not be sufficient to enable the Secretary to participate in all of 
the projects under which are needed at that time to carry out the purposes of 
the act and under the act he clearly has discretion, and in fact has a duty, 
to so allocate the funds available as to accomplish those projects which are of 
the greatest importance and urgency from the national standpoint. However, 
this he is expected to do on a State-by-State and project-by-project basis, by 
use of his programing and project-approval authority, and not by making all 
projects of certain types ineligible for inclusion in the program, as would be 
the result if all such projects were excluded from the national airport plan. 
The amendment is intended to make it clear that the national airport plan is 
not to be so used. 


Senator Monroney. I would like to insert into the record at this 
point the reports received on this bill, S. 1855, from the Department of 
the Air Force dated June 3, 1955, and from the Comptroller General 
of the United States, dated June 6, 1955. 

(The documents referred to follow :) 





DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, June 8, 1955. 
Hon. WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
United States Senate. 

DEAR Mr. CHAIRMAN: Reference is made to your request for the comments of 
the Department of Defense on 8. 1855, 54th Congress, a bill to amend the Federal 
Airport Act, as amended. The Secretary of Defense has delegated to this De- 
partment the responsibility for presenting the views of the Department of De- 
fense on this legislation 

The purpose of S. 1855 is to effect a number of revisions to the Federal Airport 
Act. Specifically, the bill would amend those sections of the existing act which 
pertain to (1) Formulation of the national airport plan, (2) the Federal-aid 
airport program, (3) appropriations, (4) apportionment of funds, (5) conditions 
precedent to development, (6) submission and approval of projects, and (7) 
grant agreements. In addition, the definition of the term “airport development” 
would be broadened to include construction of civil passenger or freight termi- 
nals. 

The primary purpose of the Federal Airport Act is to bring about the establish- 
ment of a nationwide system of public airports to meet the present and future 
needs of civil aeronautics. The Department of Defense supports the establish- 
ment of such a civil-airport network because it would be invaluable for national- 
defense purposes in time of war or national emergency. However, from a na- 
tional-defense standpoint, the Department of Defense feels that funds made 
available under the act for governmental participation in the development of such 
airports should be devoted to the construction or improvement of runways and 
landing areas, rather than to revenne-producing improvements such as passenger 
terminals. 

The Department of Defense is in no position to comment on the fiscal ramifica- 
tions of these proposed amendments to the Federal Airport Act. 

This report has been coordinated within the Department of Defense in ac- 
cordance with procedures prescribed by the Secretary of Defense. 

The Bureau of the Budget advises that it has no objection to the submission 
of this report. 

Sincerely yours, 


JAMES H. Doueias, Under Secretary. 
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COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES, 
Washington, Jur 6. 1955 
B-77406 
Hon. WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Comme 
United States Senate 


Drak Mr. CHAIRMAN: Reference is made to your letter of April 29, 1955, re 
questing our comments on 8. 1855, S4th Congress. A corresponding bi H.R 
6260, now is pending before the House Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce. 

A somewhat similar but less comprehensive bill, S. 8410, 88d Congress, which bill 
failed of enactment, was the subject of our report of May 21, 1954, B-77406, to 
the chairman of the Senate Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce As 
to that bill we stated we had no information as to the need or desirability of the 


legislation. 

S. 1855 would authorize the Secretary of Commerce to obligate, by the execution 
of grant agreements with the States and Territories under the Federal Airport 
Act, aS amended (49 U.S. C. 1101, and following sections), $63 million annually 
during each of the next 4 fiscal years for the development of a nationwide system 
of public airports adequate to meet the present and future needs of civil aeronau 
tics. The amendments as proposed in the bill make no substantial changes in the 
act, except for the amount of obligation authority which would be granted to the 
Secretary of Commerce and except for broadening of the term “airport develop 
ment” to include airport passenger or freight terminal buildings and other airport 
administrative buildings. 

The original act of May 18, 1946, provided for Federal grants to States, munici 
palities, and Territories for the construction of civil airports and authorized 
appropriations aggregating $520 million over a period of 7 fiscal years beginning 
with the fiscal year ending June 30, 1947, but limited the annual appropriations to 
an amount not to exced $100 million. The amendment of September 27, 1950, 64 
Statute 1071, extended the period for authorizations over a 12-year period and 
also extended the period of availability to June 30, 1958, in lieu of the previous 
period ending June 80, 1953. Up until the fiscal year ending June 30, 1955, the 
Congress has appropriated approximately $236.2 million out of the total of $520 
million originally authorized, or an annual average of approximately $29.2 million 
which amount represents about 45 percent of the amount originally authorized. 
The budget request for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1956, is for $11,500,000 

The Congress appropriated $45 million in 1947 to initiate the Federal-airport 
program. Since then appropriations have been reduced each year until 1954 
when no funds were appropriated for new projects pending completion of a study 
by the airport panel of the Transportation Council appointed by the Secretary 
of Commerce in May 1953 to study the national-airport program Results of the 
panel’s studies together with its recommendations are contained in Senate Docu 
ment No. 95, 83d Congress. In general the panel recommended that the Federal 
Government should continue Federal aid to civil airports on approximately the 
same basis as provided in the act, except for the recommendation that terminal 
buildings should not receive Federal aid as they represent revenue-producing 
facilities. Since no funds were appropriated for new projects for the fiscal year 
1954, Federal aid to airport activities was drastically curtailed. Following the 
airport panel’s recommendations the program was revived by an appropriation 
of $22 million in the Supplemental Appropriation Act of 1955 (Public Law 663, 
&3d Cong., approved August 26, 1954). 

The panel’s report. states in effect that development in the aviation industry 
since enactment of the original statute indicates that the need for con- 
tinued Federal aid in the construction of small airports throughout the country 
is questionable. The report states that as a result of its studies the panel was 
made fully cognizant of the fact that civil aviation has not developed in the 
precise pattern predicted at the time of the enactment of the Federal Airport Act. 
On the other hand, the report states that commercial air transportation has grown 
more rapidly than anticipated at the end of World War II while the vo ume of 
general aviation flying today is not as great as projected in 1946. Further, the 
report states that personal flying as related to industry and agriculture has 
enjoyed steady growth but that there has been little flying for pleasure. As 
further evidence of the questionable need to continue aid to small airports a 
pilot survey by our office in 1952 of region V, Civil Aeronautics Administration 
covering the States of Colorado, Iowa, Kansas, Missouri, Nebraska, South Dakota, 
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and Wyoming disclosed that approximately SO percent of the small airports 
ready constructed were suffering from lack of use, 
Airports eligible for Federal aid are shown in the national-airport plan prepared 
by the Civil Aeronautics Administration The plan is revised annually and 
reflects the existing airports that should be improved and the locations of new 


airports needed to provide an adequate nationwide system of public airports 
The national-airport plan for 1954 shows that 2,078 airports, 115 heliports, and 
60 seaplane bases, or a total of 2,255 types of landing facilities will be needed 


to meet the needs of civil aviation in the United States, Alaska, Hawaii, Puerto 
Rico, and the Virgin Islands by 1960, Civil Aeronautics Administration esti 
proximately $293 million in Federal funds will be needed to bring 
the 1954 an, including improvements to existing airports, to completion, based 
on a forecast of needs to accommodate the estimated 1960 activity. 

he $63 million proposed to be authorized through the year 1959 by S. 1855, rep 
resenting a total of $252 million requested by the sponsors of the bill as the 
amount needed for continuing development of civil airports, is therefore some 
$40 million less than the estimated needs of Civil Aeronautics Administration. 

The proposed amendment of section 5 of the act by section 4 of the bill would 
authorize the incurrence of obligations by the execution of grant agreements 
with the several States, Territories and possessions to the extent of $63 million 
annually for the next 4 fiscal years. The desirability of this form of proposed 
authorization for binding agreements in advance of the actual appropriations is 
a matter of congressional policy. Compare in this respect section 3679 Revised 
Statutes (31 U. S. C. 665), prohibiting any officer or employee from obligating 
the Government in any contract or other obligation in advance of the appropria 
tions made for such purpose unless such contract or obligation is authorized by 
law. With respect to this phase of the matter the sponsors of the bill have 
pointed out that the proposed legislation follows the pattern adopted in recent 
Federal Highway Acts of 1952 (66 Stat. 15S) and 1954 (6S Stat. 70). See Con 
gre ssional Record April 28, 155, paces 1444 and 1445. 

Since as indicated above the desirability of authorizing the incurring of obliga 
tions in advance of apprepriations is a matter for cc ngressional consideration we 
make no recommendation as to the merits of *he proposed legislation. 

This report is being made in triplicate. 

Sincerely yours, 
JOSEPH CAMPBELL, 
Comptroller General of the United States. 


Senator Monronry. I would like to insert into the record a letter 
addressed to the Honorable Warren (5. Magnuson, with resolution 
attached, 

(The above-mentioned document is as follows :) 


CALIFORNIA ASSOCIATION OF ATRPORT EXECUTIVES, INC., 
Fullerton, Calif., May 27, 1955. 
Hon. WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
United States Senate, Washington 25, D.C. 

My Dear Senaror: The California Association of Airport Executives, Inc., at 
their eighth annual meeting adopted the attached resolution, which is submitted 
for your earnest consideration. 

Yours very truly, 
Donatp W. Horns, 


Necretary-Treasurer 


RESOLUTION OF CALIFORNIA ASSOCIATION OF AIRPORT EXECUTIVES, INC. 


Whereas the Federal Airport Aid Act of 1946 provided for the appropriation 
by the Congress of up to $500 million in a 5-year period for Federal aid to public 
airports within the continental United States and its several territories; and 

Whereas said Airport Aid Act of 1946 has been extended for an additional 
5 years; and 

Whereas the Congress of the United States has not in the past carried out the 
program as intended by this act inasmuch as appropriations have varied from 
$47 million in the fiscal year 1947 to no dollars in the fiscal year 1954; and 
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Whereas Senator Monroney and others through Senate bill 15 | e propose 
an amendment to the act to provide for the appropriation | he Congr ( 
$252 million over the next 4 fiscal years in order to stabilize tl mrt « 
struction program within the United States and Its seve erritorie nd 
allow political subdivisions to intelligently plan on yea I) 
sary airport development: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the California Association of Airport Execut n 
session this 20th day of May 1955 does hereby urge the Con { H 
ot Representatives and the Senate, to pass the amendmen o the Fede \ 
port Aid Act as proposed by Senator Monroney and other | dS 
bill 1855; and be it further 

Resolved, That a COpyV Ol this resolutior sent to each mnie 
and House Appropriations Committees, to the President of the 1 ( 
the Speaker of the House, and the President of the Senate 

[SEAL ] DONALD W. ¥fI 

NOCHE } / surer, Califor ¢ On Oo Lirpe S 

/ 
Senator Monronery. At this point, we W ll insert into the 1é 


letter from the Louisville and Jefferson ¢ oOUunty Air Board, fro 


Foster \ : Jones, directo) of airport 


{ Phe above-mentioned document IS as follows:) 
LOUISVILLE AND JEFFERSON Cot y A L} 
Ilon, A. S. Mikr MONRONEY, 


United States SCHUATEEC, Washingto . dD ( 


DrEAR SENATOR MONRONEY: Thank you for your letter of May 4 encl 


opy of S 1855 and your statement in suport on thie oor ¢ the Senate 
I wish to express my sincere appreciation of your introduc rf 
extend to you my wholehearted support toward its passage. As a memo 
the industry committee that reviewed the FAP for the Secret: of ( 
last year, | can assure you that we certainly need everyt ! expre ed t 


bill to insure an adequate system of airports in the United States 


Kor your information I am enclosing the latest revised sumary of the FAI 
needs as compiled by our industry committee A breakdow! these figure 
by States is on file I shall be more than glad to offer my services b 
to Washington to answer questions of your committee should y« so de 


Sincerely yours, 


ORGANIZATION AND AcTiviry TO DATE OF THE JoInT AAAKB, AOC, NASAO 
AIRPORT SURVEY COMMITTE! May 6, 1955 


By mutual agreement, Mr. William Fuller, president of the American As 
ciation of Airport Executives; Mr. Fred Glass, president of Airport Operators 
Council; and Mr. Charles Gartrell, president of National Association of State 
Aviation Officials, did appoint on or about September 1954, the following rep 
resentatives trom thei respective organizations as membe! ol this cor 
mittee to serve in this capacity to survey various airport requirements: William 
Kk. Eckenrod, AAAE; Henry P. Julliard, AAAE; Foster V. Jones, AOC; Loui 
R. Inwood, AOC; R. A. Jainison, NASAQO; and Vincent O' Brie NASAQO 

On December 28, 1954, this committee met at Standiford Field, Louisville. Ky.. 
and elected Mr. William E. Eckenrod, chairman; Mr. Vincent O’Brien, vice 
chairman; and Mr. Henry P. Julliard, secretary-treasurer. The committee agreed 
that the first project of this committee was to determine the economic require 
ments of airports that will insure their adequacy as a vital part of the tran 
portaion and defense system of the United States and Territorie It wa 
unanimously agreed that this committee should concern itself to factfinding only 
and not to determine criteria or establish poliices. Each organization contributed 
$100 to the committee for the purpose of defraying printing, mailing, and other 
incidental expenses associated with the functions of the committee. The physica 
duties necessary to achieve the desired results were performed at no cost to the 


63646 55 2 
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committee but by volunteer assistance from employees of the committee mem- 
bers. The questionnaire forms were distributed to all members of the 3 organ- 
izations and to date, the information requested and used in the summary covers 
598 communities. 

This survey has been confined to public airports and the committee recognizes 
that the channels available, from which this information was received, could 
not cover 100 percent the public airports in existence or contemplated that have 
requirements for funds with which to develop their facilities. The committee, 
however, feels that the percentage covered in the final summary is sufficient to 
bring about totals that will enable sound planning of a Federal assistance pro- 
gram for a system of airports throughout the Nation. 

HENRY P. JULLIARD, 
Secretary-Treasurer. 
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AMENDMENTS TO FEDERAL AIRPORT AC Ps 


LOUISVILLE AND JEFFERSON COUN Lire B D 


Hon. W I eN G. MA USON 
United States Senator 
Nenate Office Building. Washinatoi = ID. ¢ 


DEAR SENATOR MAGNUSON It was indes a ‘ ine 
your remarks regarding the Federal aid program last week in S 
I served on the industry adviso1 committee that made the report ft he 
Secretary of Commerce last year (S3d Cong., S. Doc. 9F and ¢ I 
vear have served on a joint committee of the Airport Operators C \ 
an Association of Airport Executives, and the Nati il A f ( 
Aviation Officials, who primary purpose has been to ascertain dire 
cities throughout the Nation the amount of funds required for thi eveloy 
f airports and the amount of funds available IT am en i he 
hrst re Wie mary o tl report ad hal aT 1 \ 
> i detail 1 it ma t ( ( I por oT t Dale 
nt d the Senate 


We in AOC sincerely appreciate your making the trip to our meeti 
Seattle and extend to you our whole-hearted support in the development 
al aviation program 

Sincerely yours, 


natiol 


Senator Monroney. At this point there will be inserted into 
record a letter from Mr. Walter C. Gunstrean . direct ( 
eity of San Antonio. 

(The above-mentioned document as follows:) 


{ 
He Mit \Io 0 
/ cds 7 Ny i ] J) ¢ 

DEA ~ \ilonre \ o ' ' 
program has ton een oked for bv ever airport one 1} 

0 tion of Airport Executive \irp Odin 0 
Airport |] ecutive’s As ‘ ion wv | our legis] } 

iste We feel that, unless action is taken ¢ th ( he ‘ ‘ 

Will have a direct effect on the econo ¢ health of t] 

There s another important matter which I would lil } f 
tion at this time if I may, and that is the urgent need for the nso] { f 

e rreements by the Federal Government agencies 1] C2 | ( 
Navy, General Services Administratio1 d, in add n d WPA ! AA 
igreements which are still in force 

Many of our commercial airports, ineluding San Antonio Internation hich 
is not a surplus airport), are so incumbered by the many use emel l 
by Federal agencies associated with airport development, ex] 
tion that business and industry shy away from occupying « ea O1 
for fear that the Air Force or the Navy will step in and tal rt] ‘ 
and facilitic This would be perfectly fair and legiti { 
installation, but this same situation exists « other airno ] | 
were bought and paid for by the municipalitiec and are ne 
airports Is it possible that anything can be done te elieve t] 
of the constant threat that the commercial! airport the } af 
be confisenated by the military for its use in any situation other thar rtit 

We have lost several large industric dune to th fact } t +} v ref eft WS 
muir facilities becanse of the recapture clause the Air Force it { n holding ove 
the citv. dune to the fact that thev leased 30 acres of nd on tl ! ! ad 
the war. and left several temporary facilities to the cits Tota nvest nt dn 
the Air Force, if compared with the city’s, was insignificant lHlowever. the 
capture clause is still in effect 

Thank vou again for the information concerning bill S. 1855 You iv be 


assured of our energetic support 
Very truly yours, 
WattErRC. G rREA. Directo f { 
Senator Monronrey. T have a letter from Mr. Wesley O. Walker. 
president of the Michigan Association of Airport Managers, whicl 
will he inserted into the re cord. 
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(The above-mentioned document is as follows:) 


MICHIGAN ASSOCIATION OF ATRPORT MANAGERS, 
Vay 11, 195: 


Senator A. S. MoNRONEY, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. MONRONEY: In behalf of the members of the Michigan Association 
of Airport Managers and myself as president, I want to thank you for your 
effort in sponsoring Senate bill 1855. 

The program envisions the spending of $63 million each year for the next 
years so as to construct and improve airports and aviation facilities throughout 
the country. My knowledge and years of experience with aviation in the State 
of Michigan clearly indicates to me the great need for funds and how small 
they have been in the past years. 

May I again commend you for your fine effort. 

Yours truly, 
WesLey O. WALKER, President. 

Senator Monroney. At this point I wish to insert into the record 
a letter from David G. Davis, director of aviation, city and county 
of Denver. 

(The above-mentioned document is as follows :) 


City AND CouNTY OF DENVER, 
DEPARTMENT OF IMPROVEMENTS AND PARKS. 
Denver, Colo., May 11, 1955, 
Senator A. S. Mike MONRONEY, 
Chairman, Aviation Subcommittee, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 
Dear SENATOR Monroney: This will acknowledge receipt of your letter of 
May 4, 1955, enclosing a copy of bill S. 1855. 
I can assure you we here in Denver will give this measure our full support. 
Very truly yours, 
Davin G. Davis, 
Director of Aviation. 


Senator Monroney. We will insert into the record a letter from 
John R. Wiley, deputy director, the Port of New York Authority. 
(The above-mentioned document is as follows:) 


THE Port or NEw York AvuTHORITY, 
AVIATION DEPARTMENT, 
New York, N. Y.. May 25, 1955. 
Hon. MIKE MONRONEY. 
Senate Office Building, Washinaton, D. C. 

My DEAR SENATOR MONRONEY: Mr. Glass will be away from the office for the 
next several weeks, but he has asked me to express his appreciation to you for 
sending to us a copy of your bill to amend the Federal Airport Act. We have 
studied it, along with your statement of purpose on the floor of the Senate, with 
great interest, and are convinced it will revitalize the Federal aid airport program 
and assure the realistic participation by the Government in the development of 
civil airports that was the original intent of the act. 

You may be assured that we will join with other airport operators through 
the Airport Operators Council in support of this constructive legislation. 

Sincerely, 


JouHN R. WiLry, Deputy Director. 


Senator Monroney. We have a telegram from Mr. L. B. Gregg. 
chairman, Federal Government liaison committee, American Associa- 
tion of Airport Executives, addressed to the Honorable Warren G. 
Magnuson, which we will insert into the record at this point. 

(The above-mentioned document is as follows:) 
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ONTARIO, CALIF., Way 25, 19 
Hon. WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
United States Senate, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: 

City of Ontario, Calif., urgently requests that you support Federal airport 
aid program amounting to $252 million over 4-year period and definitely support 
action which will have criteria remain as is called for under the Federal A 
Act 

L. B. Greaa, 
Chairman, Federal Government Liaison Committee 
American Association of Airport Executives 


Senator Monroney. We will insert into the record a letter from 
Mr. J. H. Turner, manager of utilities, Public Utilities Commission, 
city and county of San Francisco. 

(The above-mentioned document is as follow 7 


PusLic UTILITIES (OM MISSION 
CIty AND COUNTY OF SAn FY cCrsco 


Subject: Federal aid airport program 
Hon. MIKrk MONRONEY, 
Chairman, Aviation Subcommittee, 
United States Senate, Washington, D.C. 

My DEAR SENATOR: I certainly appreciate your thoughtfulness in forwarding 
me a copy of Senate bill No. 1855, together with a statement of the remarks 
that you made on the subject on the floor of the Senate at the time of the bill’s 
introduction. We will keep abreast of this matter, and in view of the fact 
that we are so ably represented before you by virtue of our membership in the 
American Association of Airport Executives and the Airport Operators Council, 
we are not planning any direct statement at this time 

With full appreciation of your intense interest and splendid support of air 
transportatoin, and with very kindest personal regards, I am, 

Sincerely vours, 
J. H. Turner, Manager of Utilitic 

Senator Monroney. We will insert into the record at this point 
a letter from Mr. Emory L. Cox, director, Board of Park Commis 
sioners, city of Wichita. Kans. 

(The above-mentioned document is as follows:) 

BOARD OF PARK COMMISSIONERS 
Ciry oF WIcuHTra, KANS 
Vay 12, 195 
Hon. MIKE MONRONEY, 
Chairman, Aviation Subconmittec 
United States Senate, Washinaton. D. C 

DEAR Str: This will acknowledge receipt of your letter dated May 4, 1955 
with a copy of S. 1855. 

If you can get just half of the amount called for in your new bill past the 
administration, you have really done something 

Sincerely yours, 
Emory L. Cox, Director 

Senator Monroney. Bill S. 1855, a bill to amend the Federal Air- 
port Act, as amended, would establish a 4- year policy with authori- 
zation for annual appropriation of $63 million a year, against which 
municipality and local interested airport programs could work. 

At first I would like to announce that Senator Schoeppel regrets 
his inability to be present at this meeting this morning. He has been 
called downtown to a very important meeting dealing with agricul- 
tural matters. 

The first witness to be heard will be Mr. Ross Rizley, Chairman of 
the Civil Aeronautics Board. 
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STATEMENT OF ROSS RIZLEY, CHAIRMAN, CIVIL AERONAUTICS 
BOARD 


Mr. Rizuey. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, the 
Board is very pleased to have this opportunity to present its views on 
S. 1855, a bill to amend the Federal Airport Act, which your com- 
mittee is considering today. 

As the members of the committee are aware, the Board has only a 
general advisory function in connection with the administration of 
the Federal Airport Act, the Secretary of Commerce being required to 
consult the Board in connection with the formulation and revision of 
the national airport plan each year. Accordingly, we are by no means 
experts 1 the administration and details of the Federal Airport Act. 

nd our comments on the bill will accordingly be quite general in 
bavur's nd addressed primarily to the need for a strong airport pro- 
Yrai ithe er than to the mechanics by which it is accomplished. 


Phe Board believes that there is a definite need for more airports 
md fo Improvements on many eXisting alrports. Over the period 
Ol} thre t 4 years, dur he y hich time the present Federal Airport Act 


¥ functioning, the Board has a ithorized air carriers to sus 
ints throughout the country because of inade 
ions. Almost all of these suspensions were for 
local service carrier points. The great majority of the suspensions 
vere granted because no airport adequate for air carrier use existed 


‘ 


at the point at all rather than because an existing airport fell into 


(Lis pall 
‘e ot the suspensions have now been lifted because i suitable all 
a ee 
port has become a’ lable. tiowever, in the case of SZ pots, SUS- 
pensions are either still in existence, or the point has been eliminated 
from the carrier's certificate upon renewal because of lack of suit 


able airport facilities. Each one of these suspensions of service oper 
ates to the detriment of air service to the locality involved, and in 
some measure at least impedes the development of local service air 
transportation, 

We believe that these figures definitely establish a need for a con 
tinued and vigorous urport AP abe True, reexamination might 

lack of economic justification for service into some of these 
points, and we certainly do not recommend the building of airports 
unless there is a real public need for them. 

In thr Madi, howeve on the Bo ard is convineed there is a real need 
for more airports. As the Board views it, the need lies in two fields 
first, the building of new airports at suitable locations in order to 
permit the sound development of local service air transportation and 
to make this service available to a greater number ot our citizens. 


hnaicate a 


secondly, X} iunded facilities will 1 ieeamaiaalle become needed at busy 
metropolitan centers, where booming traflic is already overtaxing 


lard } ressed facilities. 

We understand from the Department of Commerce that there are 
substantial financial needs for the operation of the Federal airways, 
air-navigation facilities, and development planning in the safety field, 
which we believe are highly oe int as well. They are bound to 
become increasingly important as traffic gains continue and as turbine- 
powered aircraft are put into service. 
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In the last analysis it is our belief that the air-transportatior 
tem, as we know it. Is depende} { upon several] elem Hts ()| ou I 
there must be air carriers to provide the transportation, but es 
they have available to them modern alreratt capable Or pel rorm oO 
the service efficiently, safely, and di een the service will suffer. 


In short. the Board is of the opinion it each aspect of gover 
} I 


mental aid to aviation should be examines a Seance O} p to th 
whole program, and that no part of Government participatio ould 
be allowed to fall behind on far outd tance the other a pect 
As the arm of Congress charged VW ith the duty of res ulat n ot 
insportation, the Board IS hot ma posit on to advise tive Olt 
with respect to the relative 1m pol ance ol urports as Comparer 1 
airways aids and other mareagatss i] facilities. ‘T] in OF} { 


matter in the hands of the executive branch, and we think the 


mendation should come from the peopte who deal thi ib { 
from day to day. 
The Board doe beheve it quite important to have a certan | 
In any program Congress undertake with respect. ti rport 
that p! ans may be made by t he States and J local communitie | 
thereon. This stability would also hel » Board ts cert ite 
work so that tis accietedeadies of service hich have been experienced i 
the past 5 years will not be repeated in such number the future 
Llowever, the exact form by which this added <1 ibil | il ec 
is, in the Board’s opinion, a matter COMIN prin iil Cit | , ! 
ai tion ot the Se retary of Commerce and the Bureau of the Bu ivet 
And whether it is attained by contract authorization authori or D\ 


some other means would appeal to bea matter of detail of ad 
ration. 
The large majority of the detailed Hrovisions ot S. 1855 atfect 


specific administration and operation of the Federal Airport Act, and 


con equently the Board will not comment thereon. Ilowever, on on 
point, the Board does have an interest. S. 1855 would, amend tl 
present Federal Airport Act expr ssly » permit the erant of fu 
with respect tO passenger or freight tern ms build oO \\ unde 
stand that this discretion is now contained in the rene al | ounage of 
section 2 (3) of the Federal Airport Act, and whether this provision 
requires clarification along the lines proposed in S. 1855 a matter 
on which we expres no opinion. The Board does, however, believe 
that continuation of i Gila dinevetionsrs authority in the S« etary 
desirable, since at many wirp Its thr Board of { 0} 
poe and freioht ha dling f cilities are he rhidis Vv" ul 
adequate. 

W hether the de rred b id oO prog in) Can now be ae ( eq ) 
iat the medium of private Investment is agal a matter o1 
the people concerned with the administrative details of the pros 
ean best testify. It is quite | robable that the tre ndou i} 
tinuing crowth of airline traffic should make co onaire s] 
terminal buildings increasingly valuabie with a resultant ability o 
the oe ot t] e conce sjonaire to iwoulder oreatel mount of thre 
financial burden of adequate terminal faeil 


Notwi ths tanding thi potentiality, the Board b heves that the Secre 
tary shi uld ] ave contin une discretionary authoritv to make oO} { 
for terminal bi ildin s should the need arise. 
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bo 
bo 


One further point : sast year when amendments to the Federal Air- 
port Act were being considered by this committee, the Board was 
reque sted b \ Senator Bricke r to comment upon the possib le adve 2rse 
economic impact of excluding terminal buildings on the air carriers 
serving these points. We said in reply that the studies of airport 
charges which the Board had made up to that time did— 


not indicate any appreciable difference in level irrespective of whether Federal 


funds have been used in the construction of buildings or not. In other words, 
it appears that factors other than Government construction aid have played 
a predominant part in arriving at the amount of charges for terminal space. 


We believe this situation to remain basically the same today. 
The Board also stated in reply to Senator Bricker that— 


It is also possible, of course, that without Federal aid terminal buildings may 
be somewhat less adequate. Local communities May spend on such terminal 
buildings only that amount which they would have spent had there been a grant 
under the Federal Airport Act. The result of such course of action would be 
that the terminal buildings might be less elaborate, and perhaps barely adequate 


The Board believes that this is further justification for retention of 
discretionary authority to make grants for terminal building con- 
pang should the need arise. 

Mr. Chairman, this ends the Board’s formal presentation on S. 
i855. Don to the shortness of time this statement has not been cleared 
with the Bureau of the Budget as to its relationship to the program of 
the President. 

Senator Monroney. Mr. Rizley, one of the fundamental duties of 
the Civil Aeronautics Board is the provision for air safety, is it not? 

Mr. Rizitey. That is right. 

Senator Monroney. Would not you say that the present condition, 
particularly in relationship to the overcrowded airports at the larger 
terminals presents a traffic hazard today that must be dealt with? 

Mr. Riziey. I think so, Senator. 

Senator Monroney. And do you think that there is any way possible 
that this could be met without a matching program of Federal funds 
adequate to either enlarge the airports or, in some cases, to duplicate 
those facilities in another adjacent—or another portion of the area 
that would not conflict with the flight pattern ? 

Mr. Riziey. Well, I wouldn’t know of any way generally that you 
could do that. It would certainly be true here in Washington. 

Senator Monroney. And it is largely true in many other metropoli- 
tan areas, is it not? 

Mr. Riztxy. Well, [ would imagine so. Of course, I suppose in 
metropolitan cities—some of the larger cities, if they wanted to put 
up their own funds, they could do it. 

Senator Monroney. But in regard to your statement I notice you 
hold out the hope that these could be self-sustaining, due to leases 
from concessionaires and landing fees and other things. 

Mr. Riztex. That’s right. 

Senator Monroney. Are any of the airports that you know of actu- 
ally self-sustaining? 

Mr. Riziey. I don’t think I would have enough information to 
answer that question. There are none that I know of, but there may 
be some. 
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Senator Monroney. I mean, some of them raise enough mot e\ to 
ielp them with current costs, but I do not think any of then 
apable of retiring the cost of the airport. 

Mr. Riziny. I expect that’s true, Senator. 

Senator MoONRONEY. The continuing load of passengel i sa | 
t absolutely necessary that something be done at an earh 
lieve the congestion not only in the landing areas but also the termi 
al does it not ? 

Mr. Rizitey. That is correct. 

Senator Monroney. And testimony later, I presume, W 1] 
Wish you would vive us for the record the percenl 
ear that has occurred in air travel. 

Mr. Riztey. Yes: we } lay have that information 


We can supply it. 


senator MONRONEY. Would vou submit that Ol ( record | 
mean, go back about 10 years and show the number of passenge 
enplaned and deplaned on the a rlines. 
Mr. Riztey. We can get that. 
(‘The information requested follows:) 
Domestic air carrier passenger traffic and change from p ] J 
i 
( Ay 
147 81 
446 TAR 1 
19 NI ) ) 
i; 2 2 ye 
S420 s } 2 ~ 
542 t ; t 
N\ B Inkling \ n 
Airlines, and T: Pacifie Air 


Senator Monroney. It would not come under your Department on 
the amounts of money that have been spent by the Federal Go 
ment on airport Improvement by the past uirport pros 

Mr. Riztey. Maybe. Not the money. We hav 
as been appropriated, I believe, each year. 

Senator Monronry. You mean for each year? 

Mr. Riztry. Yes; we do. 

Senator Monronry. Would you read that? 

Mr. Rizipy. 1947, $42.750: 1948, $35,662,000; 1949, 
1950, $36,500,000 : 1951, $21,200,000: 195: 
JOO: 1954, nothing: 1955, $20,750,000. 

Senator Monroney. And 1956? 

Mr. Rizitry. $11 million requested. 

Senator Monroney. Oh, I see. The $20 million is the figure t] 
we are operating under today? 

Mr. Riztry. That’s right. 

Senator Monroney. The House, I understand, has 
million ? 


vern- 
rams # 


ve the amount that 


} 
i 


, 


STLDSDOO00: 19 
5 gO, a ake 


a figure of $20 
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Mr. Rizuvy. That’s right. 

Senator Monronry. Do you think that lst would show that we 
are giving adequate Federal financing to this dynamic mode of trans 
portation ¢ 

Mr. Rizitny. Well, my personal opinion—I don’t know what my 
Board will think about the question: we didn’t discuss that—but my 
personal opinion—that’s a pretty small sum. Of course, it may be the 
communities could help a little more than they have, Senator. 

Senator Monroney. Well, [think the communities are doing a great 
deal of work in raising the matching amount. And now, since the 
" ry in: oe ‘appropriations have been made, including the with- 
holding of any appropriations in 1954, $10 million in 1953, and only 
$20 million a 1955, many of the municipalities have just given up 

Federal aid and have gone ahead to try and make meager, make- 
shift improvements on their own. 

The airport construction has just been almost on deadcenter since 
about 1952. 

Mr. Riztey. I notice that it is oradually voing down each year. 

Senator Monroney. And yet the traffic load and the use of : 
craft—and now with the jet plane and turbojets and other tae 
needing longer and probably heavier runways coming in, we are 
tapering off to almost nothing in the deve ‘lopme nt of our air facilities. 


Mr. Rizitevy. That’s right. Of course, there are probab ie two schools 
ot thought on it. Some peop! » take the position that insofar as the 
terminals themselves are concerned, that they should be built by the 
municipality. As I say, that is a matter—that is not under the juris 


diction of the Board. , We are leaving that up to the people who do 
have jurisdiction. 

Senator Monroney. Well, as I gather from your statement, you 
are strongly in favor of the clarification that is contained in this lan- 
guage making it possible, if the Secretary so determines, to construct 
not only passenger, but also the freioht facilities. 

Mr. Riztwy. That’s right, that’s right. 

Senator Monronry. Do you not think that that freicht facility 
matter is of prime importance? I mean, vou are charged with devel- 
oping an all-around aviation industry. We have developed a great 
passenger industry, but we are still lagging very far behind in freioht. 
We have a very ineffective, insufficient, and meager freight service. 

Mr. Riztey. Woefully so, all over the country. 

Senator Monronrey. Yet the possibilit ies of that could be extremely 
oreat. 

Mr. Riztey. Oh, yes. 

Senator Monroney. It would seem to me that one of the objects 
and Tam glad it was incorporated in a bill—was providing for funds 
to match local funds on freight terminals, since no airport that I 
have eve r bi en al is handling freight ona modern basis. 

Mr. Rizitry. That’s right. 

Senator Monroney. nd it is entirely possible-—I have seen some 
draw ines of new fre ight loading pl ins that would provide for labor- 
saving devices that would move automatically, almost from truck to 
plane, this freight. And it would not only speed it. but would eut 
down the cost tremendously of the hand loading that has in the past 
featured practically all airfreight business. 
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Mr. Riziry. There isn't wny question but what frere@nht facilith e 
vholly inadequate iInallofthea rports that I know of. 

Senator Monroney. And you would be in favor of the inclusion of 
not only the passengel but the fre ohit terminals so that at least we 
would have some experienc 

Mr. Rizury. That’s riaht. 

senator Monroney. In construct oO and hand ne al dl operat O 
modern freieht depots ‘ 

Mr. Rizuey. Yes, because I think this matter of freight is going to 
become increas ingly ul problem, because L think in the 4 
gong to see niu hh more ol the freight handled VV alrplanes than we 
have in the past. 

Senator Monroney. But we can only do it if t 
unload with speed, economy, machinery, and labor-saving devices is 
brought into the picture. 

Mr. Riziey. That’s exactly right. I might also say that I don’t 
know of anyone who is exactly satisfied with the way they handle the 
baggage at the airports. I don’t know whethe anybody has the 
answer to that or not. 

Senator Monroney. They spend millions of dollars to speed up the 
planes, only to have you wait at the airport for an equlvi lent amount 
of time that it takes you to get there. 

Mr. Riztey. Sometimes it takes you as long to get vow baveage as 
it does to come from Chicago. 

Senator MonrongEy. What is the estimated time that you feel the 
jet planes will be in use by the air carriers? 

Mr. Riziey (turning to Mr. Fitzgerald). Joe, would you like to 
guess on that ? 

Mr. FirzGeravcp. 1960. 

Mr. Rizitey. 1960, Mr. Fitzgerald says. 

Senator Monroney. 1960. In other words, about 5 years away ? 

Mr. Rizitey. That’s right. 

Senator Monronry. Do you know any airports that wotld be cap 
able of taking the jet plane, other than those which have been built 
with military funds? 

Mr. Kiziny. I do not. I don’t know that there is anybody 

Senator Monroney. Ordinarily, this perhaps should be a question 
of the Civil Aeronautics Administration—the length of the runw: Lys 
must be considerably greater than for prope ‘ller-driven aircraft. 

Mr. Riziey. Yes. The CAA could give you that. 

Senator Monroney. And heavier types of runways are also needed ? 

Mr. Rizutry. Yes. 

Senator Monroney. Well, if these planes are due on the line by ee 
and there are no projected plans or money for the construction of : 
ports to get this underway, would that permit the operation of these 
with safety ? 

Mr. Riztry. No. There will have to be some provision made for this 
jet service. There isn’t any question about that. And I think—my 
own individual view is that the coming of the jets is going to revolu 
tionize the whole aviation situation. 

Senator Monron} y. That would be true if the 

Mr. Rizitry. Well, of course 

Senator Monroney. I mean, a jet is not as good as a propeller air 
craft if—— 


»y havea DI ice to land. 
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Mr. Rizixy. I agree they have got to have a place to land. Ther 
is no question about that. 

Senator Monroney. And not only do you have to have the takeoff 
point and the terminal, but there should be a considerable number of 
intermediate airports that should be able to handle them, in the event 
of a breakdown, or emergency landing, or something. 

Mr. Riziry. That’s right. 

Senator Monroney. Where are we going to get these airports if we 
do not get an adequate Federal airport program? I am beginning t« 
wonder whether the $63 million that we are authorizing here would 
begin to be adequate for the needs that will probably occur within the 
next 5 years. 

Mr. Rizitey. Well, I don’t know. I’m sure the Civil Aeronautics 
Administration could give you better information on that than the 
CAB because they are much more familiar with it than we. 

Senator Monroney. In your statement I notice you did not choose 
to comment specifically on the authorization feature of this bill, which 
I think is one of its stronger points. 

Mr. Riziey. We thought probably we’d better stay within our own 
field and our jurisdiction and leave that up to the executive branc!l 
of the Government. 

Senator Monroney. Well, you are part of the executive branch. 

Mr. Riziry. We are ea of the executive branch, that is true 

Senator Monroney. I don’t think the executive branch i is going to 
speak on this bill, excepting through the various agencies, such as 
you and the Civil Aeronautics Administration and the Department 
of Commerce. 

Your feeling is that the Department of Commerce should be per- 
haps the one? 

Mr. Rizitey. That’s right. We don’t want to invade the jurisdic 
tion of the Department of Commerce and the Civil Aeronautics Ad- 
ministration, because the Congress apparently, at the time the Civil 
Aeronautics Act was enacted—and I believe you were in Congress at 
that time, Senator—you left the airport fe ature with the Department 
of Commerce rather than give it to the Civil Aeronautics Board, and 
naturally we don’t have the detailed studies. We gave you in our 
statement what we thought were about as many of the facts in con 
nection with our experience down there by way of suspensions, and 
what have you as to the present adequi vey of airports. 

But we do believe that probably Commerce and the Bureau of the 
Budget should make the final determination on the contract authori 
zation of the bill. 

Senator Monroney. Senator Bible? 

Senator Breie. I think, Mr. Chairman, you may have developed 
the two questions I was going to ask Chairman Rizley. 

They both were reflecting as to your opinion as to the adequacy of 
the $63 million over the next 4 years. 

I note you commented that there is a real need for more aid, par- 
ticularly to the local service carriers. 

Mr. Riztxy. That’s right. 

Senator Breie. Likewise an expansion of existing facilities. Now, 
in making that comment have you come up with any figures as to the 
amount you need for the service of air carriers and the amount of the 
expansion that you need for existing freight? 
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Mr. Rizitey. I think we haven't information on that 

Senator Brete. Your feeling again is that that is a question that 
properly directed to the CAA rather than the CAB 

Mr. Rizitey. That’s right. 

Senator Braue. I think you have covered the rest of the questions 
| had, Mr. (‘hairman. 

I was questioning on my own impression that this $63 million figure 
may well be inadequate with the advent of the jet aircraft. 

Senator Monroney. The staff tells us that the next witness will 
probably give us some figures on it. 

Mr. Sweeney, do you have anything? 

Mr. SweEENEY. No. 

Senator Monroney. Thank you for ap pes aring here. We appre 
ciate your attendance and also the information you have given us. 

Senator Brste. Thank you, Mr. Rizley. 

Senator Monroney. The next — is Mr. A. B. MeMullen. 

Mr. McMullen, we are glad to have you before us today in con 
sideration of this very important pill. 

Mr. McMctien. Thank you, Senator. 

Senator Monroney. We will appreciate your testifying in your ow1 
way. I understand you do have a statement prepared. 


STATEMENT OF A. B. McMULLEN, SECRETARY, NATIONAL 
ASSOCIATION OF STATE AVIATION OFFICIALS 


Mr. McMutuen. I intended to have a statement for you, sir, but 
my secretary is on vacation, and we had to farm out the work of 
reproducing the statement which has not yet been received—but | 
will try to keep my remarks in sequence, in accordance with the 
sections of the bill. They will be rather e asy to follow. 

For the record, I would like to state that I am speaking for th 
National Association of State Aviation Officials, which, during the 
balance of my remarks I will refer to as NASAO. , 

The association’s membership includes the 44 States and Terri 
tories that have active aeronautics commissions or departments ap 
pointed, or created by legislative action. These departments, of 
course, operate State airports and airplanes, plan and supervise State 
airport programs, administer State funds appropriated for the de 
velopment of municipal and other publicly owned airports. 

Where channeling is in effect, they administer the Federal Airport 
Act for the States. And there are 21 States that require funds to 
be channeled through the State agencies: 30 States require State 
approval of Federal-aid airport projects. 

They, of course, enforce the safety regulations pertaining to airport 
and flying operations, and are generally responsible for all of the 
aeronautical administrative and development activities in their 
respective States. 

Now, NASAO is in general agreement with the provisions of 
1855. We have had a special committee making a study, during the 
past 2 years, of the problems that have arisen in connection with 
the administration of the Federal Airport Act, and they have recently 
submitted a series of recommendations, some of which include recom- 
mendations for legislative action, changes in the Federal Airport Act 
which the association has approved. And I am today submitting a 
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Wwlber of these recommenaatlons, which | hope will be considered 
is amendments to the bill. 

In order that you may follow the sequence of my statement, I am 
olng to Givide 1t Into SIX prin pal points or subjects: 
The program hould not be limited to any classes or category of 
2. The desirability of closer coordination and cooperation between 
‘ederal and State offic als. 


3. The size of annual appropriations or authorizations. 


L. State ipportioned funds should be available for more than 1 
eal 
5. Elim ition of the requirement that class 4 or larger airports 


receive individual congressional approval. 

6. The establishment of labor rates at the State level. 

Now, in respect to item 1 

Senator MoNRONEY. That last was establishment of labor rates 
at the State level? 

Mr. McMvuuuen. That’s right, sir. 

Senator Monroney. That is the Bacon-Davis Act, you mean ? 

Mr. McMutLuen. Yes, sir. But the specific act to which I am refer 
ring is the Federal Airport Act. Now, with respect to the program 
being limited to any class or category of airports, we recommend that 
a minor change be made in section 2 of the bill, on line 20, beginning 
on line LD, 

The sentence reads: 

Such plan shall specify, in terms of general location and type of development, 
the projects considered by the Secretary to be necessary to provide a system 
of public airports adequate to anticipate and meet the needs of civil aeronautics, 
which projects shall include all types of airport development eligible for Federal 
aid under this Act. 

We would like to recommend that either the words “types of air 
port development eligible for Federal aid under this act” be stricken 
and the words “classes and categories ot airports and landing areas” 
be substituted. 

Or, that the period be stricken at the end of the sentence and substi- 
tuted with a comma and the words “and shall not be limited to any 
class or category of airport” be added. 

The latter would probably be preferable, because it would still then 
re quire the al port development to be eligible under the act but would 
clearly point out that all types of airports and landing areas should 
be eligible. 

Now, as you know, the Department of Commerce has recently 
adopted criteria requiring an airport to have a certain number of air- 
craft based there or enplaning 3,000 or more passengers a year. 

These criteria are discriminatory as far as small or new airports 
are Conc rned. 

The safe and efficient operation of any given aircraft requires the 
same length runway, thickness, or pavement, and so forth, in a smal] 
town as is required in a large city. To obtain the maximum utility 
from an airplane, an owner must be able to flv and land at night as 
well as daylight. The necessary airport-lighting equipment costs as 
much in a small city as it does in a large city if the runways are of 
equal length. These are only a few of the many reasons why we feel 
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Federal aid should not be limited almost exclusively to large 
terminal 

i iol MIONRONEY Llow iO Vou Yul Chie Ler 
only to large terminals / 

Mir. McMvuten. It is not in the bill, sir, bu & he 
} vdmini rered 

Senator Mon EY It \ nt te led 7 

Mier. McMcuuuen. Well. I feel the same \ , vest 
Ing th t Iditioi il | Le if | S i | 1h i| | ] 

hich willa Lhe t he ntent of Congress st ll clearer. 

Senator Monroney. We changed the bill in drafting it to put 
the le ouage: 

which projects shall include all types of airport devel eligible for 

Federal aid under this Act 


and that was about as clear as we felt we could make it. 

Mr. McMvuusen. Well, the present language, in the present a 
is clear to me and some others, but different people put different inter 
pretations on it. 

Senator MoNRONEY. Well, does it lie in the Interpretation, or does 
it lie in the shortage of funds?’ In administering the act they have 
perhaps put more money out at the heavier trafficked terminals than 
they have at the smaller terminals. [I mean, vou cannot do very much 
vith this list of appropriations that they have. 

Mr. McMctzen. No,sir. But the past history of the distribution of 
funds indicates, and I believe you will find this to be correct, only ap 
proximately 7 percent of all the funds that have been appropriated In 
the last 8 years, or since the act was adopted, have been sent to airports 
vith runways of less than 3.500 feet, so that it appears unnecessary 
to us to limit eligible projects to those that have a minimum of 30 
based airplanes or 3,000 enplaned passengers. In other words, you 
can get a balanced, nationwide program—and still take care of large 
terminals, we think—without this restrictive criteria under which 
we have been operating for the past vear. 

Senator Monroney. That is under the direct Civil Aeronautics 
Administration regulations / 

Mr. McMutuen. That’s right, sir. Probably a review of several 
statements from State aeronautics commissions with respect to the 
types of airports of which I am speaking would help clarify what 
I am attempting to say. 

The director of the Montana Aeronautics Commission recently 
stated: 


The airport needs for Montana include primarily the construction of class 1 
airports. We have very few cities in Montana with airport needs exceeding a 
Class 8 airport. 

Montana is a sparsely populated State—total population 620,000, less than 
many of our medium-sized cities in many parts of the country. 

Montana has more aircraft per capita than any other State, which shows an 
unusual use and need of the airplane. Most aircraft in the State are light 
plane category, and airport requirements are quite modest. A major portion 
of the funds has been spent on large air terminals. 


The director of the Mississippi Aeronautics Commission states, 
in regard to McComb, Miss. : 


The city could not qualify for Federal aid under present criteria, although 


$23,243 has been expended by Federal Government under previous programs. 


63646—55———_-3 
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Since this airport was approved, three jet fighters have made emergency 
landings there. The cost of these aircraft would far exceed all funds expended 
in the State of Mississippi. 

Under present criteria, McComb would not be considered an airport in the 
national interest. Still, it has proved a pretty good investment for the Federal 
Government, 


From the director of the Utah State Aeronautics Commission: 


At Kanab the field has been used considerably by the movie industry and 
is now one of the original fields contributing to facilities available for purposes 
of uranium, oil, and gas exploration and development. Only five based aircraft, 
but used considerably by transients. 

Under CAA criteria, no Federal aid was available for in iprovement. Assist- 
ing in the uranium development, this airport is certainly in the national 
interest 


Green River, Utah, is a small field. Yet, because of tremendous oil, gas, and 
uranium interest in the immediate area, needs a considerably larger airport. 
Seven aircraft based on field. Ineligible under criteria. 


Senator Monroney. It has no regular airline service / 

Mr. McMutien. No, sir. But in Frankfort, Ky., the capital of the 
State, the airport was ineligible because of the 3,000 and 30 criteria, 
although it will have service by 2 airlines upon completion. It has 5 
State aircraft based, 2 National Guard, and extensive transient use. 

So if that type of airport is excluded by regulations rather than 
by law, we think that the act is not being administered as it should 
be, and 

Senator Monroney. The language you suggest is designed to make 
it even clearer? 

Mr. McMutten. That’s right. 

Senator Monroney. To go clear across the board ? 

Mr. McMutten. That’s right. Now, with respect to the second 
point: Desirability of closer coordination and cooperation between 
Federal and State officials. 

Section 2 of the bill concerns section 3, subsection (a) of the act, 
as amended, which directs the Administrator, now the Secretary, to 
consult and give consideration to the views and recommendations of 
the States and Territories. 

However, based on 8 years of experience, it is our opinion that the 
intent of Congress has not always been followed and we believe greater 
coordination and cooperation between the Federal and State Govern- 
ments would result if the law was clarified in this regard and language 
similar to the following was incorporated in the bill: 

Selection of sites or areas for airports, heliports, and seaplane bases to be 
included in the national airport plan should be the mutual responsibility of 
Federal and State officials in cooperation with local officials. 

But— 

Preparation by the Federal Government of annual or biennial airport pro- 
grams and the selection of individual airport projects to be included therein 
should be based on the applications of State and local officials. 

Senator Monronry. Is that not what happens today? I mean, 
every airport, unless built by the military——— 

Mr. McMvutten. It’s supposed to function that way, but too much 
of the planning and too much of the selection of these projects that 
are incorporated in the program we think are decided at the Wash- 
ington level by the Federal agencies administering the program rather 
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than by the local and State officials who plan, and then develop and 
will operate the airports after they are constructed. 

This language, by the way, is cited from the recommendatio! of 
the airport panel of the Transportation Council of the Department 
of Commerce. ‘This pee ‘ls spent ap proximi ite ‘Ly v ee In 1953 ecare- 
fully reviewing and studying past administration of and the necessity 
for the national airport program. 

What I am recommending here is that the Federal and State offi- 
cials formally prepare the pan which is submitted in advance to 
Congress, but when it comes time to select the projects, that ape 
projects simply be a compilation of those that are submitted by the 
State and by the local authorities that, as I say, are going to ¢ ae ite 
and maintain the airports and provide half the funds—in most. cases 
more than half the funds. 

Now, with respect to the authorization, or the appropriation, 
NASAO has strongly recommended an appropriation of $100 million 
for the Federal aid airport peegeem during fiscal 1956. 

However, if the States and local sponsors could be assured that, as 
proposed by this bill, a minimum of 60 million Federal funds would 
be available each year for : L period of 4 years and the appropriations 
were available for a minimum of 8 years—and I will speak more about 
that later—then we believe it would be possib le to adjust the annual 
programs to take care of a major portion of the currently needed air- 
port development. 

And in order to Incorpo rate that recommendation in the bill it 
would only be neces ary to Ln lude,. on page 9, line 8, after the word 

“ob ligated”, these words: “* * * and for a period of 2 years there- 
aiter”’. which would cause that sentence to read: 

Each amount so apportioned for a State shall, during the fiscal ye ar for which 
it was first authorized to be obligated and for a period of 2 years thereafter be 
available only for grants for approved projects located in that State, or sponsored 
by that State, 

And so forth. 

And on page 7, line 5, it would be necessary to strike the words: 
“Fiscal year” and insert the words “similar period”, which would 
mean a 5-year period, 

] skipped one place where an amendment would be necessary, on 
page 6, line oA, It would he necessary after the word “of” in - 
middle of the line to include “a 2-year p eriod following the fiscal ye: 

Those changes would make the funds available for 3 years ioe 
than 1 year, and we feel very, very strongly that that is necessary 
in order to carry out an eflicient program. I could discuss that at 
considerable length, but I won't take up the time this morning, sir. 

We feel very stron; ely that making Federal funds available over a 
longer period of time will prov a for a much more realistic approach 
to the overall development of necessary airport improvements. 

The present system of Federal aid imposes oreat difficulties in 
fiscal planning and budgets for States and iocal governments partici- 


. 


pating in the airport program. These difficulties arise from the fact 
that States and local governments must normally plan their airport 
financing long before the amount of matching funds is known; in fact, 
before it is known whether there will be any matching funds at all. 
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Kor local governments to make funds available for projects nor- 
mally requires from 1 to 2 years’ preliminary arrangements. These 
funds must be obtained through approval and sale of bonds or from 
tax revenues which must be accumulated or set aside. The expense 
of either of these procedut es should not be incurred if the airport 
development Is predicated upon Kederal assistance, unless there is 
reasonable assurance that Federal funds will be available. 

For State governments the problem ot providing funds to match 
anticipated Federal funds is almost as great as it is for local govern- 
ments, and in Sole CHSes it is oreater than it Is for local vovernments. 
Most State legislatures meet only biennially. They now must appro- 
priate airport development funds for the 2 succeeding fiscal years for 
neither of which the Federal Government has at that time appropriated 
any funds at all. 

The erratic pattern of past congressional appropriations for airport 
development provides little guide to St: ite - gislatures for intelligent 
estimates of forthcoming FE oder . funds. 

In planning at the Federal level there has been entirely too little 
consideration taken of the prob le ms that the other partners, the ¢ ities, 
and the States have in wnt ing their share of the joint projects. 

If we are to obtain the maximum amount of air port facilities with 
the least expenditure of public funds, it is extremely important, in 
fact essential, that the States and their politics ul sube livisions be able 
to plan their fiscal programs which involve airport development, with 
a definite assurance that the Federal Government will meet its share 
of the project cost, which assurance has not been possible in the past. 

Certainly this bill, S. 1855, which would authorize the obligation of 
a specific sum each year for a period of four years is a very necessary 
step in the right direction. 

However, we feel that in order to effectively and efficiently use the 
money, it must be made av ailable to project sponsors for a longer 
program period than 1 year, as are appropriations under the F ederal 
Highway Act. 

Senator Monroney. Mr. McMullen, the purpose of the language on 
page 3, section 5 (a), Line 15, that sets up the $60 million for author- 
ization. It carries the proviso that— 

Each such authorized amount shall become available for obligation begin- 
ning July 1 of the fiscal year for which it is authorized, and shall continue to 
be so available until obligated. 

We thought th: at would make it indefinite, even longer than 2 years. 

Mr. McMvtten. Well, it would make it available to the Federal 
agencies, but would it make it available to the States? 

Senator Monroney. That’s the purpose of it. 

Mr. McMu ten. Well, there is similar language in the ponent act, 
but it hasn’t been administered that w ay. In other words 

Senator Monronry. In other words, you would like to see it. 

Mr. McMctten. In other words, the way this bill is—it authorizes 
recapture of the funds that are apportioned to the States at the end of 
the fiscal year. 

Now regarding past appropriations—as I pointed out to the Appro- 
priations Committee last week—it has been on an average of 214 
months into the fiscal year before the programs have been released by 
CAA, which only leaves 914 months to obligate the funds or complete 
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grants agreements. In 2 years it’s been 5 months, so that the States 
only had 7 months to obligate the funds that were apportioned to 
them. Then they were recaptured. And as I interpret this bill it 
would permit the same thing. 

Senator Monroney. No. Really, the major purpose of this bill 
was this authorization, which would meet the very thing that you 
recognize needs to be met, and that is that it is a long time from the 
starting of a program and planning until the time it is put into work. 
And if the congressional appropriations are uncertain and are quickly 
withdrawn from the areas, then they just give up on it. Int this Wary 
we felt that you would feel sure that you would have it. 

Mr. Me Mt LLEN. Well. the record should show that that wus the 
intent of Congress 

Senator Monronry. We want to be sure to get that straightened 
up if it is not sufficiently met already. 

Mr. McMutten. The other point I wish to discuss 

Senator Monroney. Before you leave that appropriation subject, 
I believe you have done some tentative work on the needs which the 
States do have—that total figure. 

Mr. McMutxien. Mr. Chairman, NASAO, the American Associa 
tion of Airport Executives and the Airport Operators’ Council ap 
proximately a year ago appointed a committee to make a thorough 
investigation, city by city and State by State, of the airport needs in 
the United States, deve ‘lopme nt that we thought would be required 
within a 3 or 4-year period. And the survey included an investiga 
tion of the funds that were to be required for terminal buildings. for 
landing areas and for the purchase of land. 

Of these, the total for the entire United States amounted as follows: 

Terminal buildings and other types of airport building construe- 
tion: $147.866.000. 

Landing area development and construction : $195.870.000. 

Purchase of land : $47,455,000. 

That represented a total of funds required amounting to $468,- 
353,000. 

Now. of that tetal amount, it was determined that $222.768.000 
would be required to carry out the airport development that should 
be completed during fiscal 1956, this coming year. And it was largely 
on that figure and this survey th: at NASAO has stronely recommended 
an appropriation of $100 million for fiseal 1956, which would be not 
quite half of what that survey indicated was needed for the coming 
year. , 

For fiscal 1957 it was determined that $147.332.000 would be 
required, which was considerably less than for 1956. 

Now, the survey also deve ‘loped the fact that there is now available 
in the way of State and local funds an amount equal to $173,123.000, 
which indicates that it would be entirely possible for the sponsors, 
airport sponsors, community and St: ite sponsors of the : urport projects 
to easily match the $100 million Federal appropriation. 

Senator Monronry. You mean that much money, in bonds and 
revenues is now ready to be invested, but it is being held un for the 
purpose of matching the money of the Federal Government ? 

Mr. McMutren. To a large extent; yes. 

Senator Monroney. That is, they could match—if the Congress 
was able to put up $173 million tomorrow they could match it # 
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Mr. McMutten. Yes. 

Senator Monroney, In effect then, if they have this money, waiting 
for the Congress to appropriate funds really delays the municip: alities 
and the local people from spending their money ? 

Mr. McMuien. That’s right. 

Senator Monroney. The mayor or the airport commissioner couldn't 
go out and spend the money and be charged with trying to get the 
Federal mate ‘hing funds which would cut down the local contribution 
by half? 

Mr. McMvrren. That is correct. Some of the State appropria- 
tions are restricted to participation in the Federal-aid projects. In 
some States the funds cannot be expended without the cooperation 
of the Federal Government. The same thing applies to some local, 
city funds. 

The next point I wish to discuss is the recommendation that the 
requirement for class 4 or larger airports receiving congressional 
approval no longer be required. 

That is covered on page 7, line 9, of the bill. And we recommend 
that line 9, after the word “is” and from thence on, including the 
entire paragraph be stricken and the following words be substituted : 
“Hereby rescinded in its entirety. That would cause section 6 to 
simply read: 

Section 8 of the act is hereby rescinded in its entirety. 


NASAO feels that this section of the bill, which deals with section 
8 of the act, as amended, requiring submission to Congress for approval 
of all class 4 or larger projects, is no longer desirable or necessary. 
In the first place, CAA no longer classifies airports numerically. 
Therefore, it takes a certain amount of arbitrary interpretation to 
determine just which airports are included within the meaning of 
this section. 

Secondly, it increases the administrative costs of the program and 
results in a degree of inflexibility which could be and has been detri- 
mental to necessary airport development or improvement. 

As an example, if all or part of the runways on a large airport 
were destroyed by flood and the Federal share of the cost of replace- 
ment exceeded $50,000, CAA would be unable to participate in a 
project to reconstruct the runways until such time as they could get 
congressional approval. 

Now, the other point we wish to discuss is the establishment 

Senator Monroney. You want to have absolutely no congressional 
approval, but it would come in on an administrative approval by 
the CAA and the Secretary of Commerce? 

Mr. McMoutten. We think that through the plan that was sub- 
mitted to Congress and the programs which Congress will be appro- 
priating money for, they have a record of not only the class 4 but 
other airports, and, therefore, it is unnecessary that class 4 or larger 
be singled out. 

In the interest of economy and labor harmony, NASAO strongly 
recommends that the Federal Airport Act be amended to permit 
the establishment of labor rates for Federal-aid projects at the State 
level similar to the procedure currently being used under the Federal 
Highway Act. 
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We, therefore, recommend that a new section be added to the bill, 
S. 1855, reading somewhat as follows: 

Subsection (b) of section 15 of such act is amended to read as follows: 

(b) All contracts (with stated total amounts, in excess of $2,000 for work 
on projects approved under this act which involves labor shall contain pro- 
visions establishing minimum rates of wage ee 

Now, the old act says: 
by the Secretary of Labor. 


We would change that to read: 

* * * to be predetermined in such manner as provided by the respective State 
laws for determining wages to be paid on local public-work contracts, which 
contractors shall pay to skilled and unskilled labor, and such minimum rates 
which shall be stated in the invitation for bids and shall be included in proposals 
to bids for the work. 

NASAO recognizes the need for the establishment of minimum- 
wage rates, but by experience it has been found that the establishment 
of wage rates by the Department of Labor at the Federal level, rather 
than their being established at the State level, has resulted in not 
only lengthy delays and greatly increased airport construction costs 
in some areas, but has disrupted the prevailing labor rates for other 
types of construction projects in these areas. 

This most often occurs when there is no labor rate established 
for workers on airport projects in small communities or sparsely 
populated areas; the Department of Labor then usually establishes 
a local rate based on the rates being paid similar types of labor in 
the nearest large city, which is usually higher than that prevailing 
in small towns, and which usually results in workers on airport proj- 
ects being paid considerably higher rates than workesr doing com- 
parable work on highways, streets, public buildings, and so forth, in 
the same community. 

The present airport program labor regulations necessitate the ap- 
plication through the Civil Aeronautics Administration for labor 
rates for each project in excess of $2,000. 

Mr. Chairman, it takes from 40 to 60 days to get this determination, 
which is effective for only 90 days after the date of issue by the 
Department of Labor. 

Generally, 2 weeks of the 90 a have elapsed before the wage rates 
are received at local levels. Q Juite often the rates received do not 
cover the classifications requested ¢ x the rates are too high for the 
locality. This requires a supplementary request which takes about 
another 40 days, and it is only effective for the time limitation, 90 
days, of the original request. 

In coordinating the submission of plans and specifications, the 
documentation of the project file, the advertising for bids, and no- 
tice to contractors, the present procedure for determining wage rates 
is very unworkable and causes many delays, inconveniences, and addi- 
tional expense to the sponsors, engineers, and contractors. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to take this opportunity to compliment 
Senators Monroney, Magnuson, Smathers, Bible, Pastore, and Ervin 
for their recognition of some of the shortcomings of the Federal-aid 
airport program and their efforts to correct them. 

The opportunity to express our views and recommendations with 
respect to this very important bill is sincerely appreciated, and we 
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would like to any recommend that the committee act favor- 
ably on the bill and on the amendments to it, which we have 
recommended. 

Thank you. 

Senator Monronery. Thank you very much, Mr. McMullen. The 
committee wonders if you could remain in the room, Mr. McMullen. 
while we hear the Under Secre tary ot Commerce for Transportation, 
Mr. Rothsehild. 

Mr. McMutten. Yes, sir 

Senator Monroney. Mr. Rothschild, we are very glad to have you. 


STATEMENT OF HON. LOUIS S. ROTHSCHILD, UNDER SECRETARY 
OF COMMERCE FOR TRANSPORTATION, DEPARTMENT OF COM- 
MERCE 


Mr. Roruscump. Good morning, Mr. Chairman and Senator Bible. 

The Departinent of Commerce appreciates this opport unity to pre 
sent its views with respect to S. 1855, a bill to amend the Federal 
Airport Act. 

That act authorizes a program of Federal grants to State and local 
governments, to assist In the construction and improvement of civil 
arnt. An adequate system of airports is an essential element of 
the Nation’s aviation resources and is needed for defense readiness as 
well as for peacetime air trafhic 

Federal participation in airport improvement is required—particu- 
larly at this stage of aviation growth—to assure the timely develop- 
ment of such a system. 

S. 1855 would effect a basic change in the method of providing 
financial authorizations for the airport grant-in-aid program. In 
place of the annual appropriation method which is now used, the 
bill would provide legislative contract authority in the annual amount 
of $63 million for each of 4 fiscal years, 1956 through 1959, 

This Department is unable, Mr. iolemen. to endorse this specific 
proposal. Weare, however, fully in sympathy with the basic objective 
which the bill seeks to achieve. 

The primary objective, as we see it, is to assure greater stability of 
this program's level from year to year. As a general objective, this 
is certainly desirable. 

The Federal-aid airport program involves a partnership between 
Federal, State, and local governments in the financing of airport 
development. Great stability in the program authorizations would 
provide a more effective opportunity for forward planning by each 
oi these levels of government. 

It would facilitate the financing by local sponsors of their share 
of project costs. It would permit increased administrative efficiency 
in the conduct of the program. 

We must recognize, however, that program stability—desirable as 
it is—must be balanced against other, more general considerations, 
including the requirement for sound fiscal management of the Federal 
budget. 

For a period of 4 years, this bill would remove the airport program 
from annual budgetary review within the executive branch, and by the 
Congress. The administration cannot endorse such a departure from 
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normal budgetary practice. Moreover, in an Industry as dyhanmiie as 
ay intion,. we do hot believe it is possible LO fore ast 4 years navance 
the appropriate level of Federal airport aid. Between now at d fiscal 
year 1959, the requirements for such aid will be affected by two sets of 
partially offsetting factors. 

On the one hand, air-traflic orowth and new technologi il devel Op 
ments will tend to oo rease the overall level of urport Improvement 
required throughout the country. On the port hana, this same trafhe 
growth should improve the financial results of airport operation, and 
may, therefore, make airport operators relatively less depende tL upon 
Federal participation in the financing of their project 

It should also be kept in mind that airport aid is only one of several 
rograms conducted by the Federal (y,overnment in t} . field of 


Dit Krom time to time, changing circumstances Pret alter the 
relative priority that should ron be assigned to airport 
de sve lopme nti compar ison W ith SUC h othe . r prograins as the lmMprove- 
ment of navigation aids or communication equipment. 

The Federal Government must constantly seek to maintain a bal 
anced relationship between its various aviation programs, so that 
available funds will make a maximum overall contribution to safety 
and efficiency of aviation operations 

In some periods, this may require relatively more emphas on 
airway improvement than on airport aid. In other periods, the 
situation mioht be reversed. 

For these reasons, we do not feel that it is pos ible to decide now 
whether the sound level of airport aid several years hence will be 
$63 million—as proposed in this bill—or some amount lower or higher 
than that specific ficure. 

Accordingly, while we support the general objectives of increased 
program stability, we are obliged to recommend against enactment of 
this particular bill. We are aware of the problems that ha ve been 
created by past fluctuations in the level of annual appropri ation 

We wish to assure the committee that the Department a asad to 
use its best efforts to obtain increased stability in this program, 
whether or not the present statute is amended. 

Mr. Chairman, in ae to these comments on the main feature 
of S. 1855, we should like to commen specifically on the provisio1 
of section 2. relating to the Genadonints of the national airpe rt plan. 
This section would require that the plan include “all Cy pes of airport 
deve lopm« nt eligible for Federal aid under this act.” 

The Secretary already has full authority to include in the plan 
any and all types of eligible projects whic 
from the standpoint of the national interest in the a rport ystem., 
The propose >| hew language is. therefore, unnecessary. 

Moreover, this language is undesirable, since it might be interpreted 
in a manner which would reduce the slonificance of the urport pial 
itself. If the plan is to be meaningful, it must reflect th: judgment 
of the Secretary as to the projects which are in fact necessary from a 
national standpoint, and should not become merely a compilation of 
the desires of local sponsors 

Section 2 of this bill might be interpreted as weakening the Secre 
tary’s authority to exercise his judgment in assuring that only those 
projects of national concern are included in the airport plan. Accord- 
ingly we are opposed to such amendment of the act. 


» are found to be ne ary 
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For the reasons indicated, the Department recommends against 
enactment of this bill. We would, of course, be very happy to pro- 
vide the committee with any assistance or information that it might 
require in its further consideration of this subject. Mr. Frederick 
Lee, the Administrator of Civil Aeronautics, is here with me, and 
we will be glad to answer questions the committee may have. 

Also, Mr. Chairman, I would like to say that we have been advised 
by the Bureau - the Budget that there is no objection to the position 
we have taken by the Bureau and the statements I have made here 
this morning. 

Senator Monroney. The Bureau of the Budget concurs with you in 
your objection to the bill? 

Mr. Roruscuip. Yes, sir. 

Senator Monroney. I noticed you made a statement : “The Admin- 
istration cannot endorse such a departure from normal budgetary 
practice.” You are, of course, familiar om, all the highway pro- 
grams over the years have oiaie’ on this same plan that we propose for 
aviation? At this point I wish to make part of the record a partial 
history of appropriations and contract authorizations for Fede ral-aid 
highway programs. 

(The document referred to follows :) 


ParTIAL History OF APPROPRIATIONS AND CoNTRACT AUTHORIZATIONS FOR FEDERAL 
Arp HicgHWAy PrRoGRAM’ 


1917 

Public Law 156, 64th Congress, approved July 11, 1916 (39 Stat. 355). First 
act providing for grants-in-aid for public road construction. Appropriated for 
rural post roads $5,000,000 for fiscal year 1917, $10,000,000 for 1918, $15,000,000 
for 1919, $20,000,000 for 1920, and $25,000,000 for 1921. Funds to be apportioned 
among States and to be available as apportioned for from 2 to 3 years when 
unobligated balances to be reapportioned. 

1922 

Public Law 87, 66th Congress, approved November 9, 1921 (42 Stat. 212). 
Appropriated for rural post roads $75,000,000 for fiscal year 1922, of which 
$25,000,000 was made available immediately and the remaining $50,000,000 
January 1,1922. Same as 39 Statute 355 re apportionment and reapportionment. 
1923-25 

Public Law 244, 67th Congress, approved June 19, 1922 (42 Stat. 652). Author- 
ized to be appropriated for rural post roads $50,000,000 for fiscal year 1923, 
$65,000,000 for 1924, and $75,000,000 for 1925. Authorized Secretary of Agri- 
culture to apportion among the States, immediately upon passage of the act, the 
$50,000,000 authorized for fiscal 1923 and provided that “the Secretary of Agri- 
culture shall act upon projects submitted to him under his apportionment of 
this authorization, and his approval of any such project shall be deemed a con- 
tractual obligation of the Federal Government for the payment of its propor- 
tional contribution thereto.” First act authorizing obligation of funds by project 
approval under an authorization for appropriation as distinguished from an 
appropriation. 

Public Law 385, 67th Congress, approved January 22, 1923 (42 Stat. 1154). 
Appropriated $25,000,000 of the $50,000,000 authorized for fiscal year 1923 and 
again authorized immediate apportionment of the $50,000,000 among the States. 
Provided that Secretary’s approval within 3 years of any project under the 
$50,000,000 authorization was to be deemed a contractual obligation of the Federal 
Government. 

Public Law 446, 67th Congress, approved February 26, 1923 (42 Stat. 1289). 
Appropriated $29,300,000 of the $65,000,000 authorized for fiscal year 1924, au- 
thorized immediate apportionment of the $65,000,000, and provided that approvals, 


—————$—$— 


1 With respect to rural post roads and highways. 
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within 3 years, of projects under the $65,000,000 authorization were to constitute 
contractual obligations of the Federal Government. 

Public Law 201, 68th Congress., approved June 5, 1924 (43 Stat. 482). Ap 
propriated $13 million of the $75 million authorized for fiscal year 1925, author- 
ized immediate apportionment of the $75 million, and provided that proJect 
approvals within 3 years were to constitute contractual obligations of the United 
States. 

1926-27 

Public Law 405, 68th Congress, approved February 12, 1925 (43 Stat. S59). 
Authorized to be appropriated for rural post roads $75 million for fiscal year 
1926, and a like amount for fiscal year 1927. Contained following provision 
relating to apportionment not later than January 1 each year of funds author- 
ized to be appropriated for the succeeding fiscal year, which had not appeared 
in prior acts authorizing appropriations : 


“Immediately upon the passage of this act and thereafter not later than 
January 1, of each year, the Secretary of Agriculture is authorized to appot 
tion among the several States, as provided in section 21 * * * the $75 million 


herein authorized to be apportioned for the fiscal year ending June 80, 1926, 
and on or before January 1 next preceding the commencement of each succeeding 
fiscal year he shall make like apportionment of the appropriation herein author 
ized, or which may hereafter be authorized for each fiscal year: provided that 
the Secretary of Agriculture shall act upon projects submitted to him under his 
apportionment of this authorization and his approval of any such project within 
three years shall be deemed a contractual obligation * * *,” 
1928-29 

Public Law 413, 69th Congress, approved June 22, 1926 (44 Stat. 760) Au- 
thorized to be appropriated and obligated for rural post roads $75 million for 
fiscal year 1928, and a like amount for fiscal year 1929. First time funds 
authorized to be appropriated for the second and third fiscal years following year 
in which authorization act enacted, each of previous authorizations having been 
made for the two fiscal years immediately following year in which authorization 
act was enacted. 
1930-31 

Public Law 519, 70th Congress, approved May 26, 1928 (45 Stat. 750). Au- 
thorized to be appropriated and obligated for rural post roads $75 million for 
fiscal year 1930 and a like amount for fiscal year 1931. 
1932-33 

Public Law 90, 71st Congress, approved April 4, 1930 (46 Stat. 141). Author 


ized to be appropriated and obligated for rural post roads $125 million for fiseal 
year 1932 and a like amount for fiscal year 1933. 
1984-37 

Public Law 67, 73d Congress, approved June 16, 1933 (48 Stat. 195). Author- 
ized grants up to $400 million for emergency construction of public highways. 

Public Law 393, 73d Congress, approved June 18, 1934 (48 Stat. 993). Author- 
ized to be appropriated and obligated $200 million for highways, to be available 
immediately, and for rural post roads $125 million for fiscal year 1936 and a like 
amount for fiscal year 1937. 
1938-89 

Public Law 686, 74th Congress, approved June 16, 1986 (49 Stat. 1519). Au- 
thorized to be appropriated and obligated for post roads $125 million for fiseal 
year 1938 and a like amount for fiscal year 1939. 
1940-41 

Public Law 584, 75th Congress, approved June 8, 1938 (52 Stat. 633). Author- 
ized to be appropriated and obligated for post roads $100 million for fiscal year 
1940 and $115 million for fiscal year 1941. 
1942-43 

Public Law 780, 76th Congress, approved September 5, 1940 (54 Stat. 867). 
Authorized to be appropriated and obligated for Federal-aid highways: $100 mil- 
lion for fiscal year 1942 and a like amount for fiscal year 1943. 
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1946-48 

Public Law 521, 78th Congress, approved December 20, 1944 (58 Stat. 838) 
Authorized to be appropriated and obligated for postwar construction of high- 
ways $500 million for each of 3 successive postwar years. 

1950-51 

Public Law 834, SO0th Congress, approved June 29, 1948 (62 Stat. 1105). 
Authorized to be appropriated and obligated for construction of highways $450 
million for fiscal year 1950 and a like amount for fiscal year 1951. 

1952-53 

Public Law 769, Sist Congress, approved September 7, 1950 (64 Stat. 785). 
Authorized to be appropriated and obligated for highways, secondary roads, and 
urban roads $500 million for fiscal year 1952 and a like amount for fiscal year 
1953. 

1954-55 

Public Law 4138, S2d Congress, approved June 25, 1952 (66 Stat. 158). Author- 
ized to be appropriated and obligated for highways, ete., $550 million for fiscal 
year 1954 and a like amount for fiscal year 1955. 

1956-57 

Public Law 350, 838d Congress. approved May 6, 1954 (68 Stat. 70). Author- 
ized to be appropriated and obligated $700 million for fiscal year 1956 and a like 
amount for fiscal year 1957. 

Mr. Roruscuip. There is a considerable difference, in my judg- 
ment, Mr. Chairman. In the matter of highways, the Federal Gov- 
ernment deals with 48 States. In the matter of airports, the Gov- 
ernment deals with hundreds and hundreds of Sponsors. 

The States pretty generally have their legislative meetings on a 
2-year en and therefore there is a So for the contract au- 
thority on a 2-year basis with respect to highways that does not seem 
to exist with regard to airports, since s the municipalities are governed 
in general by councils which meet very often. 

Senator Monroney. But to develop : any publi e works program, Mr. 
Secretary, to fit into funds available from the Federal Government for 
matching purposes certainly would require more than a mere 10 or 12 
months, or as testified earlier, 7 months, that these Federal funds 
could be obli 1o% ated, 

It seems to me you have got to have a long-range program if you 
want expe constructed, that the money should be put there, avail- 
able to be nateched., 

To ignore the authorization plan which has proven so successful 
im highway construction would seem to me to make it impossible for 
us to ever develop a national system of airports. 

Mr. Roruscuitp. There is one further consideration, Mr. Chairman, 
and that is the fact that in the matter of highways, the Federal Gov- 
ernment deals with the States predominantly on highway construction. 

In the matter of aviation, however, the Federal Government deals 
in many areas, and it is necessary frequently not only to weigh 
one against another but to have a flexible enough plan so that the 
immediate needs can be met ona flexible basis. 

Senator Monronry. As to getting impossible to fit into any pro- 
gram since 1953, when you had $10,200,000 appropriation, nothing in 
1954. $207.000 in 1955, and in 1956 the proposal is only $11 million, 
which the Congress has raised to $20 million—a program like that and 
of that nature just makes it, I would think, absolutely impossible for 
a municipality to float the bonds and to plan the work, to get the blue- 
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yrints ready, and contracts ready to vo with the incdefinit 


neertainty that occurs in the present program. 

This, I would think, would give you the $63 million at the start 
of each fiscal year against which these projects which were found 
desirable could be committed. 

Then when the work is done, it would probably be possible to bal 
ance off at about 863 million a year. That is what we would be doing, 
so I do not think it creates any vague uncertainty in the appropriations 
of any great magnitude. 

In your Department you have the Public Roads Administration as 
well, do you not ¢ 

Mr. Rormscuitp. Yes, sit 

Senator Monroney. The President recommended over $25 billion 
for highway aid in an interstate S\ stem, did he not ¢ 

Mr. Roruscuintp. That is correct, s) 

Senator Monroney. 82) billion—Conegress passed a bill, which, I 
think, will appropriate 8714 billion; and both of these took on a much 
heavier matching ob ligation the congressiona| bill, 90-10 for the 
interstate system and all paid on an authorization basis of staggering 
amounts, while we cannot get $63 million to catch up on the lag time 
that we have on bringing our airports up to date. 

Iam terribly disappointed that the Department of Commerce feels 
that this bill is not capable of being administered properly, and it 
would tend to lead to decreased stability rather than increased 
stability. 

I do not know what kind of a stability vou can have with $11 million 
for your airport aid program, when we have just heard that the States 
have $173 million waiting to be matched. 

Mr. Roris¢ HILD. That would represent, as | recall it. Mr. ( ‘*hairman, 
a total of funds on hand and authorized funds. It does not neces 
sarily indicate that that is the amount of money on hand. 

I think only about half of that which is really on hand. 

Senator Monroney. Half of that is on hand / 

Mr. Roriusciitp. Yes, sir. 

Senator Monroney. He did not make that clear, but anyway the 
authorized amounts up to $173 million would make a program that 
would total about $346 million in construction. 

Mr. Roruscuitp. And that represents also an accumulation of proy- 
ects which have not been financed over the vears that vou mentioned. 

Senator Monronry. Of course, your own committee within 
Commerce Department studied this and said in its report: 


e, vague 


your 


The Federal Government should participate financially with State and local 
governments in the construction and development of civil airports to the 
that these airports serve the national interest. 

States, municipalities, and other local political units alone are unable 
the entire capital investment burden attendant upon the provision of an 
system of national airports. 


extent 


to carry 
adequate 


Mr. Rormscuitp. My testimony follows that too, sir. 

Senator Monronry. What would you propose the level of appro- 
priations be—in other words, as I understand your Sea you 
object primarily to the authorization method rather than to the 
amount: is that correct ? 

Mr. Roruscuitp. That is correct. sir. I do not believe I can answer 
at this moment what the level should be, but we are studying it, and I 
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think we should have the flexibility so that we can come to the 
Congress each year and present our ideas and sometimes have them 
amended as they were in this present session by the House. 

Senator Monroney. Was that increase recommended by the Com- 
merce Department, by your Department, or was it just action taken 
in the House? 

Mr. Rornscuttp. It was action taken in the House, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Monroney. Just added over and beyond the budget ? 

Mr. Rorusc HiILD. W h: at really h: appe ned was they took about the 
same amount of money out of other parts of the CAA program and 
put that $9 million into airport aid. 

Senator Monroney. I see. Senator Bible. 

Senator Bisie. I was interested, Mr. Secretary, in the statement that 
you made that you do not see how you can project $63 million ahead 
for four years. 

What is your feeling about projecting $63 million ahead for the 
year 1956 as to adequacy? If I understand your statement correctly, 
one of the objections that you have is that you cannot project $63 mil- 
lion ahead for 4 years. What is your feeling as to $63 million for the 
fiscal year 1956? 

Mr. Roruscuip. I think that is a larger amount than we would 
require in our 1956 budget, Senator. 

Senator Brste. Do I understand that you request $11 million in the 
1956 budget ? 

Mr. Roruscnimp. That is right, 

Senator Breie. Do you have the basis of arriving at the $11 million? 

Mr. Roruscuiip. That was done prior to my incumbency, and I do 
not believe that I have it offhand. 

Senator Brste. Who can testify to that—Mr. Lee? 

Mr. Rornscuip. I would think perhaps the budget officer of the 
Department of Commerce might shed some light on that. 

Senator Brste. And he is available to develop as to how you arrived 
at the adequacy of the $11 million figure ? 

Mr. Rornscuinp. I am sure he could do that, sir. 

Senator Breie. I notice that you make objection to the proposed 
amendment to section 2 as to spelling out the use of this money for ter- 
minal facilities. 

Do I understand that that is based upon your contention that you 
have that authority at the present time in the Airport Act? 

Is that a correct statement ? 

Mr. Roruscuip. Yes, sir; partially on that and partially on a num- 
ber of other factors. 

If I may, I would like to refer to the Doolittle report. Its recom- 
mendations in this area were as follows: 

Highest priority in the application of Federal aid should be given to runways 
and their protective extensions incorporated into the airport to bring major 
municipal airports up to standards recommended in this report. 

Senator Brete. What is the date of that report ? 

Mr. Rornscnrimp, It is dated May 16, 1952. 

Senator Brerte. As I understand, your contention is that you have 
the authority now, but you do not use these funds for terminal facili- 
ties because based upon the Doolittle report of 1952, priority should be 
given to runways, is that a correct statement ? 
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Mr. Roruscuitp. We think the Government’s first interest should 
be devoted toward safety and the national! defense, and in our requests 
you will find evidence of that all the way through. We are asking 
for very substantial amounts for the operation of and extension of 
air communications and navigation facilities. 

Senator Bintr. You believe that the figure you are asking for that 
purpose is suflicient? Is that embraced in the $11 million figure? 

Mr. Roruscui_p, No; that is separate. There is always this element 
of difficulty in any budgetary process, Senator Bible, that there is 
never money enough to do everything anyone wants to do within a 
fiscal year, and i in the preparation of a budget someone must weigh the 
necessity of one thing against another. 

It has been the Department’ s point of view that safety and the 
national defense features of air tri ~~ ition are ag umount and 
that they should be handled prior to substantial] expenditures In any 
other field. 

Senator Brste. Making these expenditures with those two features 
in mind on runways, has any consideration been given to the further 
advent in the future of jet aircraft ? 

Mr. Roriscutip. Yes, sir; | think Mr. Lee could develop that more 
fully than Lam able to. But the answer is “Yes.” 

Senator Bree. I have no further questions. 

Senator Monroney. The thing that I cannot square in my mind is 
how this administration is so conscious of the importance of high- 
ways to where we get these very liberal programs, 90-10, 90—5, match- 
ing into the tens of billions of dollars, and then we come down to 
aviation, by which its very essence is interstate and find the Federal 
Government wanting to practically withdraw from the responsibility 
for airport construction. 

Mr. Roruscuitp. That is not our attitude, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Monroney. $11 million a year after having skipped the 
year 1954 completely makes it look like the Federal Government 
you were going to, as 1 understood it, come back with an’ adequate 
amount and make up for the amount that was skipped. 

Instead, we find you have reverted back to the $11 million figure. 
I do not see how we will ever catch up. It was mentioned here earlier 
that we have a backlog of work that is waiting to be done of $222 
million in the estimate of the Airport National Association of State 
Aviation Officials, and here this bill is making an approach to it of 
$63 million, and you determine that that is not only perhaps too much, 
but the authorization which has worked so well in highways is not 
suitable and that it would not lead to a stable program. 

To me that would just do the reverse; if oak l give you a stable 
program. How could any munic inialiey, without any y stability, take 
action by which they could make their preparations for appropria- 
tions? 

Mr. Roruscuitp. We realize fully the need for greater stability in 
the field. Four years is a very long time, Senator, for anything as 
dynamic and as vital and as fast growing as aviation; and there is not 
much that was done 4 vears ago that remains fully sound today, and 
1 think, therefore, that this i is too long : proposed program. 

As you know, both the ¢ ongre ss and the Executive have been ve ry 
much opposed to the approach of contract authorization. 
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Senator Monroney. We just passed the biggest contract authoriza- 
tion in the history of the « ‘country in the » highway bill. 

Mr. Roruscuitp. With that exception, they have been very much 
opposed to it and for several years the Congress now has been wiping 
out contract authorities in as many fields as possible, 

Senator Monronry. That is on some war contracts and other things, 
but on the kind of thing that requires planning ahead, getting your 
money ahead that cities that have to build these airports cannot just 
pick off a bush; they have to make their plans for revenue bonds or 
floating bond issues if that money they a going to be working 


against is $11 million or $20 million and it is good only for the 12- 
month period, the fiscal year, [ do not see “ee they can tell and they 


have to pay the intere ieee the date the bonds are floated. 

I think you pul the municipalities in an untenable position when you 
are unwilling not only to coneur in this plan, but you will not come in 
with any other plan. 

Mr. Roruscuinp. They do not have to spend the money within the 
12-month fiseal year, SO long as it is committed, 

Senator Monronry. Yes; but they have just 12 months to get it 
committed: and with the backlog, they do not know whether it is 
going to be available antil Congress passes the appropr iation bill. 

Mr. Roruscurmp. Mr. Chairman, I do not know how long I am going 
to be in this position, but while I am, it is not going to go from nothing 
to $21 million or $22 million and then back to $11 million. 

Senator Monronry. I commend you for this, but I would like to see 
it go to this $63 million, and it is later than we think. It is later than 
we think on the wearing out of lots of airports that were built during 
World War II. Extensions of runways have to be made for safety 
and other things; and yet apparently the Federal Government is not at 
all concerned with its responsibility in interstate transportation by air. 

I think it is cae that we get busy and do something to bring up 
these airports 

Do you know a single civilian airport that can take a jet transport 
lane w hen the V become available ¢ 

Mr. Roruscutip. I would have to refer that to someone who knows 
more about it than I do. 

Senator Monroney. Would you accept a 3-year authorization of $63 
million? You say 4 vears is too long. 

Mr. Roruscuiip. The Federal highway bill has always been based 
on a 2-year authorization. 

Senator Monronry. Up until just recently. 

Mr. Roruscuitp. That has only passed the Senate. That is not a 
law vet. 

Senaor Monroney. Of course, the thing about that is you cannot 
compare this with the 2-year highway program because it calls for an 
authorization. You have had the reguls ar program so you would not 
have the backlog, and the States are committed against that author- 
ization, so you have a 2-year program coming up and they know pretty 
well from the past, which has been pretty steady what will be coming 
and they know what the bill calls for. 

But I do not think your statement that the city councils meet every 
week would be justification for the instability that we have in our 
present Federal aid to airports. 
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Would you recommend a $63 million appropriation each year ? 

Mr. Roruscuinp. I doubt it, sir. 

Senator Monron} x In other words, they just do not want to let go 
that much money to help bring the airport construction up to the needs 
of the Nation. 

Mr. Roruscui.tp. We want to get the navigation and communication 
systems up to the standard required. Our big problem is air spa e, 
Senator, and we want to get the safety features of the communications 
and navigation equipment up to the st: — necessary with -~ 
major outlay of money in that field before we take on too large oblig 
tions in any other field of aviation. 

Senator Monroney. | concur that we need to be modern in our 
communications, but it seems fantastic to me that with the monies we 
are spending, into the tens of billions of dollars for an Air Force and 
aircraft of all kinds, that we comp pletely shortcut the civil aeronautics 
part of this thing, particularly in relation to landing fields. 

These landing fields are just as useful to this military oo e as 
they are the civil. You certainly know that during World War I, 
it was the work of the civilian aviation that gave us our re: ads air a ts 
from which the Air Force first grew. If we had to wait to build the 
military fields, we would not have had time to have the operational] 
and tactical instruction; and it is well known that we are spending 
billions of dollars on these aircraft. 

The lack of recognition of the need for Federal participation is 
astounding, I think. You have no suggestion as to a way that we 
could improve the program other than just maybe a little bit of money, 
at a little higher level in the annual appropriation. 

Mr. Rornusciitp. We have no suggestion at this time for a basic 
change in the method of financing this program. 

Senator Binie. I have no further questions, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Monroney. One further question I want to amplify; 1 
think you are probably clear on it, but I want to be sure whether | 
understand it: it is your feeling that the language that provides for 
the development of all types of airports in the national program is 
not only superfluous but you feel that we should not include the smaller 
and nonnational key spots in the national picture, is that correct ? 

Mr. Rornsc1ump. Mr. Chairman, even if there were $63 million o1 
any other sum of money available for airport aid per annum, there 
would still have to be some criteria established as to which airports 
and which part of which airport would come first, second, and third. 

We now have that authority, and we see no reason to alter the basis 
on which that authority has been granted. 

Senator Monroney. You mean you have been administering it to 
where some smaller airports have gotten some help, we have not 
limited it to the larger airports, and you would like to see that plan 
continued ? 

Mr. Roruscuitp. Yes, and there is a flexibility in the criteria that 
are established from time to time, which makes it possible to put the 
funds where they seem to be indicated in the best national interest. 

Senator Monroney. But you would not want to see the national 
plan just limited to your class 4 or class 3, you would like to have your 
smaller airports also included ? 

Mr. Roruscuitp. That is right. 

63646—55 { 
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Senator Monroney. Are there any further questions? 

Mr. Sweeney. Yes, Mr. Chairman, 

Senator Monroney. Mr. Sweeney. 

Mr. Sweeney. Mr. Secretary, you may have answered this in your 
previous testimony today, but I would like to ask if you are prepared 
to recommend any changes in the present act to bring about greater 
stability in the present airport com am ¢ 

Mr. Roruscuinp. No, sir; except my own desire and intentions. 
As I indicated to the chairman a few moments ago, I will work dili- 
gently toward a program with some stability in it and not bounce from 
nothing to a large amount and then back again. I do not say that 
I will be 100-percent successful at that, but that is what my intentions 
are. 

Senator Monronrey. You have got to take a chance on that with 
the will of each Congress because no matter what you want to do, if 
you do not have some level there, you are liable to go from feast 
to famine. You could have a $2 million appropriation 1 year and 
nothing the next year. 

Mr. Roruscuinp. So long as you are in the Senate, we are not going 
to get nothing. 

Senator Monroney. I do not know about that. I was here in 1954, 
and you got nothing. First, there was this survey to get a level of 
appropriation that would be adequate, and then we came back with 
this report and you got $11 million. That is about as ragged a per- 
formance as I think you can get. 

Mr. Roruscutp. I recognize it creates problems. At I have stated. 
we shall try to provide greater stability. 

Senator Monronry. | am glad you agree with me; but this $63 
million, if Congress passes it for 4 years—and after all that is not a 
great passage of time—these projects have to be put together and 
approved into the national airport picture, and it doesn’t seem to 
me that that is a remarkable amount of time that we are asking for, 
or an intolerable commitment of Government funds. 

Mr. Roruscuitp. But it does run contrary to the philosophy of the 
Congress as stated so many times, with the exception of the highway 
matter. 

Senator Monroney. On a cooperative matter such as the highway 
matter or the airport program, it takes authorization to get this thing 
going. Certainly, I think they are in the same general pattern. 

Mr. Rormscurip. We build all our dams and reservoirs and hydro- 
electric plants with contract authority. 

Senator Monroney. It is practically all Federal money. Very few 
of those are built in a partnership. 

I have been trying to = out a partnership arrangement that the 
President has endorsed in principle: but try and get the mechanics 
of that done, and when you talk with the Army engineers, vou find 
it has to be almost an authorization or a revolving fund. Whenever 
you get into a cooperative project, you are going to h: ave to expect that 
lagtime, and therefore, you need the authorization method. 

I see T cannot convince you. We appreciate your coming up, Mr. 
Rothsehild. 

Mr. Roruscrip. Tam happy to have been with vou, sir. 

Senator Monroney. T asked Mr. McMullen to stay, but I would like 
to get these other witnesses and then come back to you. 
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We will hear now Mr. Fred B. Lee, Administrator of the Civil 
Aeronautics Administration. 


STATEMENT OF FRED B. LEE, ADMINISTRATOR, CIVIL AERONAUTICS 
ADMINISTRATION 


Mr. Lee. Mr. Chairman, I have no statement to make. I would be 
glad to answer any questions that the committee might have. 

Senator Monroney. Is our present airport pattern capable of meet 
ing the needs of our present aviation network and schedules of all 
kinds—private flying, military flying ? 

Mr. Ler. No, sir: I think there are some very real deficiencies in 
the airport diet as it exists today, and forecasting the growth of 
traffic, which is certainly very marked, we will have growing deficien- 
cies in the future. 

Senator Monroney. You would say that the deficiency amounts to 
what percentage today or can you speculate on that 4 

Mr. Ler. Mr. Chairman, I do not know that I could give it to you 
on a percentage basis. 

Senator Monroney. Have you any way you could do it ? 

Mr. Ler. We have two figures which we have thought represented 
some index of the amount of deficiency from a dollar standpoint. 

The first is shown by the national airport plan, which was developed 
in 1953, and amended and brought up to date in 1954. 

That plan lists the types of work which are required to bring the 
Nation’s airports up to standard and gives a dollar amount for the de 
ficiencies as represented by Federal contributions. 

The 1954 plan indicates a need for airport work in the amount of 
$289,682,000. ‘This eovers work at 2,078 airports in the continental 
United States and in the territories. 

These are conventional airports, and this compilation does not in 
clude heliports or seaplane bases. 

Senator Monroney. Does it include terminal buildings and other 
structures in the airports / 

Mr. Lee. Yes, sir* the 1953 plan did include terminal buildings 
and the development of areas around the terminal buildings. The 
1954 amendment, which included the additional projects which ap 
eared to be necessary at that time, did not include any terminal 
mildings. 

The other index of the need that we have used is the amount of 
requests for aid for fiscal year 1956. The total of the requests which 
we received was $104,923,435, of which there was the following amount 
eligible under the criteria which we had established for the admin- 
istration of the 1956 program, that is $74,763,264. 

Senator Bisir. What do you mean by the criteria that you estab- 
lished for the administration of the 1956 progr: nant ; 

Mr. Ler. It is based on criteria of 3.000 e np laned passengers at a 
location per year or 30 based aircraft at that location or some com 
bination of the 2. 

We have certain modifiers which we use in the case of ee 
which have certain characteristics, such as high seasonal traffic. but 
those are the criteria. 

Senator Breie. Taking that criteria, you cut the $104 million down 
to $74 million, is that a correct statement ? 
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Mr. Ler. Yes. There is another criterion which we use in deter 
WuniIne eligibility. the type ol work proposed. We doe hot consider, 
or rather, have not considered under these criteria certain types of 


work to be eligible. and have excluded those types of work in arriy nye 
at the S74 million figure. 

Senator Biste. In coming up with that $74 million—is that exclu 
sively for runways or is that terminal buildings also ¢ 

Mr. Ler. That includes runways, clearing approaches for safety 
purposes, taxiways to permit more expeditious use of the runways, 


plane parking areas, and other similar projects. Lighting is also one 
of the big projects. But the S74 million figure does not include ter 


minal building projects 

Senator Brete. Pardon the interruption. 

Mr. Lee. Mr. Chairman, those two—the national airport plan and 
the requests we have received for aid for fiscal 1956- -represent two 
figures which we have used in determining the magnitude of the 
national need. 

Senator Monroney. Do you have any idea whether our commercial 
airports, civil airports, can take the jet transport when it becomes 
operational ¢ 

Mr. Ler. Mr. Chairman, the exact characteristics of the jet trans- 
port are not known, ‘There cert: ainly are not very many airports in 
this country which could take the larger military jet bombers, and 
there certainly are a limited number that could take the higher per- 
formance jet transports that might be available a little later on. 

| heard the testimony of the Chairman of the Civil Aeronautics 
Board that 1960 would be the time that they would expect jets to be 
in service. We would expect that it would be just about that time 
also. 

The manufacturers are working on jet designs now, and we hope to 
know their characteristics in the very near future. 

Senator Monroney. Is it not a matter of fact that the jet fueling 
plane would be a prototype of the jet transport, just a matter of 
redesign ¢ 

Mr. Ler. It probably would be. 

Senator Monroney. You know the characteristics of those runways 
would be about 10,000 feet that is required on those planes, is it not? 

Mr. Ler. Yes, sir. 

Senator Monroney. Thirty-six inches at least aggregate rock base 
plus your surface of concrete or asphalt. 

Mr. Ler. Yes, sir. 

Senator Monroney. Terrific standards that are required, are they 
not ¢ 

Mr. Lee. We are going into high performance aircraft, and cer- 
tainly we have the problems of approaches to the runway and strength 
of the runway, et cetera. 

Senator Monronry. Are we not going to fall tremendously short 
of these if we do not get busy and have an authorization so we can 
help the cities meet this problem ¢ 

We cannot put these civilian planes in on these fields because, for 
instance, at Wichita they did not want the civilian planes in on that 
military field. 

Mr. Ler. We have problems with the higher performance, and we 
have the problems of increased volume of traffic. 


gi fia 
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As just a little example of what we are now facing: we had forecast 
in inerease in air-carrier passenger miles of 10 percent for 1955 over 
1954. We are already faced with a 22 percent increase. 

Senator MonroneEy. That is 22 percent 1955 over 154 4 

Mr. Ler. Yes, sir. 

Senator Monroney. That requires more runways, bigger airports, 
better faetlities of all kinds to carry that extra load, does it not 7 

Mr. Ler. Yes, sir. 

Senator Monroney. This is an important figure, of course, that you 
have anticipated 10 percent and you got 22 percent; but is it not a fact 
that the present-day airport, whether you are talking about LaGuardia 
or National Airport or Midway at Chicago or any place else in the 
country, were built to serve less than half of the traftic that they are 
serving today ? 

Mr. Ler. Yes, sir: that is correct. 

SENATOR Monroney. In other words, there is apt to be a greater 
overload of traffic, planes landing, people coming in, than was antici 
pated for the capacity of the field when it was built ? 

Mr. Ler. Yes, sir. 

Senator Monroney. That would be true of the Washington Airport 
and why they are recommending another one at Burke, Va.. would it 
not ¢ 

Mr. Ler. Yes, sir. 

Senator Monroney. Perhaps that would not be true of Friendship. 
Practically all of the airports were built about 1943, 1945, were they 
not / 

Mr. Lee. Yes, sir: I think Washineton National, for instance, was 
completed in 1941: LaGuardia a couple of vears before that: Chicago 
Midway has been a gradual growth over a good many years. It was 
actually in operation at that location 20 years ago. 

Senator Monroney. Originally, were not many of these started as 
WPA projects? I know Washington was, LaGuardia was. 

Mr. Ler. Yes. 

Senator Monroney. Oklahoma City Airport wa 

Mr. Ler. I believe quite a few of them were. 

Senator Monroney. We poured out millions of dollars in WPA 
to help get this thine started, but there is no w ay I can see, if the cities 
are going to pick up the entire tab, for thi urport expansion that isso 


a 


obviously needed to maintain our civil aeronautics progress through 
the vears. 

Mr. Ler. The statement of the Under secretary of Commerce does 
point out that the revenues from the activities at airports are increas 
Ing so we would hope for some move toward fiscal self-sufficiency of the 
airports themselves. 

Senator \MIONRONI Do you know ot any airport of any SIZe, class 
1.3.2, or 1, that today is self-sufficient 4 

Mr. Ler. I believe that many of them meet their operating expenses. 
I do not know of any which meets its entire capital expenses, which 
includes service and interest on the debt. 

Senator Monroney. In other words, the best ones are barely able to 
cover the current outgo for maintenance and lighting and employees 
and things of that kind? 


Mr. Ler. Yes, sir. 
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Senator Monroney. And none of them that you know of are able 
to maintain the service on the debt, which if they are going to be self- 
sufficient, they would be required to do ¢ 

Mr. Ler. We would hope that progress will be made toward that 
goal in the larger and more dense traffic areas. 

Senator Monroney. In other words, if we stay with the $20 million 
now in the appropriation bill for the construction pattern, the projects 
that are eligible under even your criteria, which is limited in requests 
for aid for 1956, it would take us some 4 years to meet the 1956 re- 
quire ments. 

You told me the eligible projects under your criteria are $74 mil- 
lion plus, and if we gave $20 million in matching funds, it would take 
up virtually 4 ye ars to accumulate enough to go to work on those that 
are right now ready, willing, and ab le, and ws aiting to go into that 
program ¢ 

Mr. Ler. Yes, sir: that divides out. 

Senator Monronry. What is the difference between the request for 
aid in 1956—there is some backlog now before the 1956 requests for 
aid that is not included in this recapitulation, is there not ¢ 

Mr. Lee. Mr. Chairman, let me see if I understand you correctly. 
Your question is whether there is a discrepancy between the national 
airport plan—— 

Senator Monronery. No, Secretary Weeks, I am informed, told the 
Appropriations Committee that there is at least $160 million of local 
matching funds currently available for airporé improvement. 

Mr. Ler. Yes, sir; that was a figure that was developed as a result 
of the request of the Appropriations Committee. The total amount 
of $161,971,000 is composed of 2 figures. 

One is a figure representing the total amount of community bond 
issues for airport development which is available at this time, which 
is $128,140,000; and the second is the total amount of funds available 
to communities for airport development from sources other than bond 
issues, which is $33,831,000. 

I would like to point out that this figure which we developed at the 
request of the committee includes the total amounts which communi- 
ties have available for airport ip ag 

It includes certain items which under the statute or under our 
administrative practices might not be cligible for Federal funds. For 
instance, these funds undoubtedly include in many cases terminal 
buildings, and possibly include hangars. 

I would also like to point out one other thing; that is that this total 
includes certain very large amounts available to certain political sub- 
divisions, for instance, the Port of New York Authority, which has 
$29 million available and the Dade County Port Authority, which has 
$2214 million available. 

Under any level of Federal appropriation which we could foresee, 
it would be impossible to match these very large amounts. 

Senator Monroney. What will they do, just keep that money tied up 
and dribble it out as funds are available? 

Mr. Ler. I understand that the Port of New York Authority plans 
to go ahead and finance its own terminal development at the New York 
International Airport. 

Senator Monronry. They just cannot wait any longer and hope for 
Federal funds, and even under the best projection, $100 million, even 
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then perhaps there would not be enough money available for the size 
and character of the building that they need, is that correct ‘ 

Mr. Ler. Yes, sir. 

Senator Monroney. And the restriction against terminal buildings, 
of course, would further deny them, would it not ¢ 

Mr. Ler. Yes, sir. 

Senator Monroney. What was the total request in 1956, did you say ? 

Mr. Leer. $104,923,435. 

Senator Siceiny, But that was cut down through this so-called 
eligibility to $74,763,264 ¢ 

Mr. Ler. Yes, sir. 

Senator Monroney. That differs then on account of Dade County 
and the International Airport and other larger centers that have 
money including terminal buildings that they have provided for, it 
that correct ¢ 

Mr. Ler. I would like to point out that the $161 million figure is 
not a total of actual applications received, but instead represents total 
funds on hand or authorized to be raised by bond issue. 

1 think we have to consider it and the $105 million figure in some 
what separate categories. The latter includes only communities which 
say they are ready to go ahead either with funds in hand or funds 
immediately available, so there is a slightly different classification of 
communities than that in the bond issue list. 

Senator Monroney. Under the current appropriation method has 
the money been adequately distributed to the cities, or has it been on a 
basis of first-come-first-serve, and those that had their plans ready, 
were able to get in and get them ap yproved ! ¢ 

The point I am driving at is: Can we achieve a, better balanced : 
port construction program through an authorization that is existing 
over a period of years or with the ups and down of routine appropria 
tions such as suffered during the last few years where we got from $36 
million to $21 million, to $15 million, to nothing, to $20 million, to S11 
million, and so on ¢ 

Mr. Ler. We have found that the average community takes about 
6 to 8 months to develop its plans and get to a point where it would 
be ready to enter intoa grant agreement. 

Some communities, of course, take longer than that. We customarily 
enter into many more grant agreements during the last month of any 
fiscal year than during any other month; for instance, during the pres 
ent month of June, fiseal year 1955, we expect to issue a great number 
of grant offers. This June rush is attributable largely to a desire on 
the part of project sponsors to receive grants before the funds are 
taken back at the end of the fiscal year. 

Senator Monroney. That is your funds? 

Mr. Ler. Yes, the act requires that all State apportioned funds re- 
maining unobligated at the end of a fiscal year be redistributed and 
reapportioned. 

Senator Monroney. That is out of your 25-percent discretionary 
fund ¢ 

Mr. Lee. No, that is out of the 75-percent apportioned fund. 

Senator Monroney. Yes, out of the 75 percent; I see. 

Mr. Ler. It does take time for the communities to develop their 
plans and programs. Some of them have already had them in, of 
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COUTSe, We attempt not to approve them on a first-come-first-served 
basis, believing that would work a hardship on some communities. 
Instead, we try to 11 ave the applications on their merits, considering 
first the aeronautical need of the COMMUNITY as shown by its volume 
of aviation activity—and, secondly, the type of work proposed, with 
the highest priority being gv i 

Senator Monroney. But you do not care to answer whether it 
would help stabilize if they knew in advance what the authorization 
or appropriation would be? Never mind. ‘The Department of 
Commerce has already testified adversely as to that. 

What do you expect the traflic pattern that has gone from 10 per- 
cent to 22 percent between 1954 and 1955 to reach in the next 2 or 
» vears ¢ 

Mr. Ler. We are forecasting that the number of passengers carried 
by the domestic air carriers will reach a total of 50 million by calen 
dar year 1960. That compares with 12 million in 1946; 17 million in 


1950: and 28,700,000 in 1953. 


riven tosafety considerations. 


\s for passenger-miles, we are expecting that our air carriers will fly 
domestically 23,750,000,000 passenger-miles in 1960. This compares 
with 6 billion in 1946: 8 billion in 1950: and about 143), billion in 1953. 

Senator Monroney. Translated into just ordinary language, that 
means that there will be more pl wes taking olf: there will be more 
planes landing: more people vetting off and on those airplanes by 

Imost double what existed in 1953: is that correct ? 

Mr. Ler. That is correct. 

Senator Monronry. Yet we had no construction to mention—since 
1953 we have spent S1LO200,000 5 52 million in 1953; 1954, nothing: 
$200,000 in 1955; and perhaps $20 million this year, which is the only 
Federal funds that have heen available in the face of that nearly LOO 
percent increase in our passengers carried and passenger-miles flown 
domestically 4 

Mir. Ler. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Sweeney. Mr. Lee. you spoke of the national airport plans 
for 1953 and 1954. Is there a plan that has been published for 1955? 

Mr. Lt cK. No, the la { plan we have is the amendment of 1954 which 
brings the 1953 plan up to that date. We will come out with a 1955 
| lan later in this current calendar year, 

Mr. Sweenrty. Does it usually come out after the beginning of the 
fiscal year, Mr. Lee? 

Mr. Lee. In the past, it has usually come out early in the calendar 
year. Tlowever, with our reduction in staff, we have been unable in 
the last 2 years to get it out early in the year. We expect to have the 
1955 revision out before the end of the present calendar year. 

Mr. Sweeney. Does that cause any embarrassment to the cities in 
preparing their matching funds or their applications, that the plan 
is not available? 

Mr. Ler. I do not believe that past delays have created any embar 
rassment. In most cases the plans of the cities have been developed 
over a period of years, and there was no appropriation during the vear 
1953, making it possible to use the preceding year’s revision of the 
plan during the calendar years 1954 and 1955. 

Mr. Sweeney. Mr. Chairman, one of the minor amendments to your 
bill would require the Department of Commerce to complete the plan 
2 months before the end of the fiscal vear. 
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You have spoken of the criteria you are presently using as adminis 
trative criteria to determine what projects would be eligible. Is this 
the first time that there have been criteria deve loped, used across the 
board to screen projects ¢ 

Mr. Lee. The first time we had definite criteria was in the develop 
ment of the 195 ) program, as far as programing is concerned. 

In the development of plans, we used a definite criteria in formulat 
ing the 1953 national airport plan. 

Mr. Sweeney. before you developed this criteria, how did you de 
termine which projects would be eligible? 

Mr. Ler. Prior to that time, it was a use of judgment which was 
based upon somewhat the same factors that we use in the criteria at 
the present time—that is, the aeronautical necessity and the type of 
work to be performed. 

The use of criteria, such as we have now, has the advantage of mak 
ing the administration of the plan uniform throughout the country; 
and it also has the advantage of letting the sponsor know what type 
of project is li kely to be ap — 

Mr. Sweeney. Do you think it is advantageous that the act give 
you that discretion / 

Mr. Ler. I think it is very advisable to have some criteria so that 
there can be this uniform recognition of what is in the national 
interest. 

Mr. Sweenry. The Secretary spoke of the need for gi\ ing’ priority 
to the development of air navigational aids in the interest of safety. 
I wonder if you could comment on whether you feel that that program 
can be separated from the development and improvement of airports. 

Mr. Lev. We are placing great emphasis in our plans for 1956 on 
the development of air navigational aids and communications 
equipment. 

Technological advances, as well as advances in the quantity of 
air traffic, have placed us in a position where we cannot handle the 
volume in many of the denser traffic areas. 

This is a situation which has to be remedied. We cannot resort to 
limiting traffic, either civilian or military. We must take the traffic 
as it comes, and it is a very critical situation at the present time which 
requires our immediate attention. 

Mr. Sweeney. Translating that, for example, to the Washington 
aren. possib ly a new airport is needed here in order to meet the air 
navigation safe ‘ty problems 

Mr. Ler. | think it has been recognized for some time that there 
is a need for additional airport facilities to serve the Washington 
area, wherever they might be located. 

Mr. SweEENEY. I am trying to develop if the airport program did 
not go hand in hand with developing safety in air navigational 
facilities. 

Mr. Ler. You have the two problems in Washington: You have the 
bottleneck in the airspace created by and the fact that you have to 
bring all the Washington, Anacostia, and Bolling traffic over one 
channel; and then you have the problem of the ground space, which 
is already very congested. 

Mr. ee: The chairman asked a number of questions as to the 
need for greater stability in the airport program. Have you any 
suggestions as to how we coul | do that? 
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Mr. Ler. I think the Under Secretary of Commerce has covered 
that, Mr. Sweeney. 

Mr. Sweenry. Do you think there should be a definite amount 
authorized over a number of fiscal years? 

Mr. Ler. The statement which has been made, I think, does cover 
that. That is, it is felt that there would be certain disadvantages in 
making definite amounts available over a certain period of years, 
principally relating to the lack of budgetary control from year to 
vear, the virtual commitment of the Federal Government for a 4-year 
per! od rather than the 1 -year period. 

Mr. Sweenry. Would you approve of a 2- or 3-year period in place 
of a 

fr. Lee. I do not know that I could talk for the administration on 
that, sir. 

Senator Monroney. IT think the Under Secretary of Commerce 
speaks for him, and there is no use to try to pin him ‘down on it. 

Personally, I feel if we would authorize $63 million a year for 4 
years, that there would certainly not be any of that go begging, and 
I think they could use it; and if Congress needs to take a look at 
increasing it, then certainly we could add additional millions te bring 
our airport program up to what is required. 

If, on the other hand, that much money is not needed at $63 million 
a year in matching money, it will be recalled, it will not be slackened, 
so there is no uncertainty; you just do not have quite as much appro- 
priation as you intended to have. 

Certainly the Budget Bureau without buying too many more pencils 
could figure out it is going to cost the Federal Government about 
$63 million for the next 4 years, which is about what the Congress 
originally authorized back when we passed the Airport Construction 
Act, that we anticipated using about that amount of money. 

ut we expected to have the airport construction before the time 
we find ourselves in. Do you feel there are adequate airfreight facil- 
ities on American airports today; that is, modern, efficient, economic 
handling of airfreight ? 

Mr. Ler. No; the airfreight delivery is usually handled in a pretty 
makeshift way at the present time. 

Senator Monroney. On kiddie cars? 

Mr. Ler. Yes, sir. 

Senator Monroney. Yet they are dealing with freight that is moved, 
handled with the very latest of labor-saving devices, with all kinds 
of belt systems and things of that kind; are they not ? 

Mr. Ler. Yes, sir; the air-cargo growth has been not as rapid as 
the passenger growth, and the emphasis in the years past has been 
largely on developing a p: ussenger market. 

However, now attention is being directed by m: iny of the air car- 
riers to the air-cargo field, and we would expect a very substantial 
growth in that business. 

Senator Monronry. Would they be able to have that growth unless 
they cut their ground time down, which would mean a saving of time 
and labor in getting these loads off and on the plane? 

Mr. Ler. The direct operating cost is one of the keys to this whole 
thing, and a good slice of the cost of carrying airfreight is the cost 
of loading and unloading or ground costs. 
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While we are forecasting a doubling of air-cargo ton-miles in 1960 
over 1954, it will still depend to a large extent on the necessary 
facilities. 

Senator Monroney. I believe that is all I have. 

Senator Liste. I believe one further question occurs to me, and I 
do not know whether Mr. Lee touched on it or not. As I recall your 
testimony, the 1954 plan recommended a net of some $289 million for 
improvements or betterment or new construction in some 2,078 air- 
ports. I believe that is a substantially correct statement; is it not? 

Mr. Ler. Yes, sir. 

Senator Bisie. Does that plan show how long it will be before 
those airports are to be bettered or newly constructed / 

Mr. Ler. No; it does not attempt to make any timetable on the 
improvements to these airports. 

Senator Brstz. There is no timetable. Is there any timetable shown 
on the request of $104 million for fiscal year 1956 ? 

Mr. Lee. No, sir. 

Senator Brsie. It does not necessarily mean that they should be 
constructed within 1 year or 2 years or 3 years / 

Mr. Ler. Those are requests for 1956 and therefore are based on 
entering into grant agreements in 1956 for work which might take up 
to 18 months or so after the grant agreements were executed. 

Senator Brsie. In developing these earlier needs in the 1954 plan, 
no thought was given as to when that plan would be realized ? 

Mr. Ler. The plan was developed on the basis of forecast passenger 
traffic and cargo traffic through 1960. These forecast figures were 
used in determining the work which would be included in the plan. 

Senator Braue. Is there anything in the plan which says that by 
1960 you anticipated that all these airports would be brought off of 
construction ? 

Mr. Ler. No. 

Senator Brsie. I have no other questions. 

Senator Monronry. Thank you very much, Mr. Lee, for your 
appearance; and we are glad to have the benefit of your testimony. 

The next witness is Mr. Louis R. Inwood, deputy director of 
commerce of the city of Philadelphia, director of aviation. 

We are glad to have you with us, Mr. Inwood. You may state 
your name for the record, Mr. Inwood. 


STATEMENT OF LOUIS R. INWOOD, DEPUTY DIRECTOR OF COM- 
MERCE OF THE CITY OF PHILADELPHIA AND DIRECTOR OF 
AVIATION 


Mr. Inwoop. My name is Louis R. Inwood. I am deputy director 
of commerce of the city of Philadelphia and director of aviation. 

I am here representing the Airport Operators’ Council this morn- 
ing, and I am a past president and one of the founding directors of 
that organization and chairman of its legislative committee. 

I would like to state further that I had the pleasure of serving 
this very committee in 1936 and 1937 as its aeronautical adviser dur- 
ing the days when you were considering the Civil Aeronautics Act of 
1938. 
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Senator Monroney. We are glad to have you back again. It was 
a great act that you wrote and it has resulted in great progress in 
aviation. 

Mr. Inwoop. I might say that I do not have a written statement. IJ 
have some observations, however, that I would like to make: but had 
[ had a written statement, I am afraid I would have had to plagiarize, 
because the statement that was delivered on the floor of the Senate by 
Senator Monroney is as close to a statement as I would have written 
myself, and I was amazed when I read and understood the perspective 
of this Senate committee on this partic ular matter. 

Senator Monroney. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Inwoop. It was one of the few times that I have ever been able 
to convey that compliment. 

There are several] points that I would like to cover. This program 
must be realistic and an adequate one or we would be better off without 
any program. Gentlemen, I want to call to your attention the fact that 
the present program has seriously jeopardized American commercial 
air supremacy. There is no question about it. 

In the first place, many communities have tried to secure Federal 
funds, have been almost promised them, and have gone ahead, issued 
a bond issue, and in those cases I think it was inadvisable on the local 
government but nevertheless, they included, you might say, as bait to 
secure the citizens’ vote in the particular community, the fact that 
there would be Federal participating funds, and then when the total 
failure of the Federal participating funds that were almost promised 
came about, they were left high and dry. 

I would like to differ with my very good friend, the Under Secre- 
tary, whom I heard testify previously about the length of time in- 
volved. At Philadelphia, for example, we are compelled to formu- 
late our capital program on a 6-year basis, each year adding 1 more 
vear. 

* Senator Monronry. You do not do it at every weekly meeting of the 
council ? 

Mr. Inwoop. No,sir. Furthermore, I would like to say that it takes 
a minimum of 3 vears to build a runway. Many of the communities 
throughout the United States have found that after they secured 
Federal funds in 1 year, and then mavbe no more, as we had very 
recently. they are left high and dry, with maybe a graded portion 
all filled out, with no power to drain, and eventually in the third 
year pave it. 
~ You do not build runways in a 1-year period, and you have to 
arrange your financing well in advance if you intend to complete it. 

It takes approximately 6 months to secure the drawings and the 
research—and when T say “research” I mean on the part of the engi- 
neering department to examine the structures, substructures, to make 
test cata. and T will not bother you with the details, because I 
think all of you are familiar with them—yvou do not build a road in a 
1-year period either: so that we very definitely are in favor of a pro- 
oram that is realistic. 

Senator Monronry. Let me ask ved in building a runway in Phila- 
delphia or any other major airport, Civil Aeronautics never gives you 
the allocation to complete that baw av, they always give you a portion 
of that money to carry through that fiseal vear, do they not # 


ten 
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Mr. INwoop. That is correct, because the building of a runway will 
probably involve about 12 individual contractors. You have a or id 
Ing contract, and then you have a drainage contract, and then you 
have a paving contract, and a lighting contract, and various and sun 
dry others; and you let those in turns, 

It is true that you can build one in a year under a foreed draft. but 
the prohil itive amount of money is bevond the ability of a& munici 
pality. . . 

Il would like to eal] your attention to another thing. Last week the 
(ongress of the United states pas ed a naval appropriat on of p11, 
HN villi on Tor an uirport at Ann: ipolis ata little over S? million for cost. 
which is an excess of the amount total recommended for the 48 State 
end all the municipalities of the United States, I think. 

Senator Monroney. $1914 million appropriated / 

Mr. Inwoop. $1914 million ap ypropriated, a Naval appropriation 
understand, I am not objecting, I think it is a ve ry worthwhile appro 
priation, and | commend your judement In appropriating $1914 mil- 
lion to build an airport at Annapolis, because I think that probab ry it 
is logical and that is practically identical to what you are allocating 
to the development of commercial aviation throughout the entire 
lL nited States. 

The second thing is that a few years ago, when this entire Airport 
Aid Act was gone into by the Congress, I think the Congress very 
wisely foresaw the necessity for a program, and they authorized $500 
million with the antic ipation of roughly $100 million a year. That 
was the implication that all of us read into it, because it was 5 year 
authorization program, and $500 million, and on the strength of that 
our good friends in the CAA came to us and said, “Now, we have a 
Federal-aid program,” and everybody signed up. 

It did not matter when you had $10,000 or a million dollar project, 
you signed a grant agreement, which was a contract based on that act 
of Congress which stated, among other things, that we would give 
free rent to various and numerous Federal agencies, about 12 in nuim- 
ber, and that we would grant free landing fees on our airports; and 
so we, gentlemen, entered into that, and I think we have been let down 
very severely. 

In other words, we are furnishing the Federal Government each year 
between $100 million and $150 million in landing fees and space and 
such that ordinarily if we charged at the commercial rate would 
amount to that $100 million or $150 million: so, gentlemen, the Con- 
eress and the CAA have brought about what I consider to be a crisis 
in commercial airport development. 

The CAA has testified, and I think that Fred Lee is perfectly com- 
petent in the matter, and he has testified that the airports have lagged 
behind, and that this bottleneck exists 

Mr. Walwood Beale, of Boeing, at a meeting out in Washington 
when Senator Magnuson was present, said that he would be able to 
deliver a jet commercial plane in 1957 and vet 3 or 4 vears are needed 
to build adequate facilities for that type of thing. 

T think you can see the crisis that we are in today. 

Senator Monroney. It is no good unless you have a field that it 
might land and take off from. 
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Mr. INwoop. We have fields, but not commercially and not satis 
factorily. It means extending runway length, et cetera; and even 


with the Viscounts which Capital is introducing this summer, we 
find that our airports are not ceared to take that Capital airplane. 

None of them are, for the simple reason that it cannot wait for a half 
hour out at the end of the runway in line for a takeoff, we are going to 
have to substantially increase the area at the end of the runway, we are 
going to hat etol | t | erunways faster. w we are voing to h: ave TO move 
them faster all alone the line because none of these turboprops or 
turbojets can afford to take the delays in airports that were built for 
DC-—3’s in the WPA 

I believe there is an immediate need to pass such a bill. [ am dis- 
turbed about the $63 million. I think it should be at least $100 
million. 

Senator Monronry. The thing we tried to do was keep it in line 
with the other authorizations which Congress has not made good on 
and in the next 4 vears to use up that authorization giving the pro- 
gram time to develop. I am worried that it is not enough, too. 

Mr. Inweop. Frankly, I think it would be economy for the Gov- 
ernment, if you wish, to continue under the sponsors’ grant agree- 
ments, you have the choice, but I think you should do either one thing 
or another; either make it worthwhile or drop it once and for all and 
restore us to our freedom. 

In other words, let us off the hook on that construction that we 
bargained for, that Federal money, Federal aid. We are all patri- 
otic: we are all willing to make our contribution: and, as a matter of 
fact, the individual communities of this country have subsidized, 1 
you choose to call it that, the Federal Government and the military 
and everybody else, airportwise, from one end of this country to 
another in a substantial amount, and we think in fairness and justice 
that we should either have it one way or the other. 

I think that the economical way would be to continue aid on a decent 
basis, on a fair basis commensurate with what we contributed. 

I would like to comment on one other matter that A. B. McMullen 
made on the labor matter. Do you realize that that labor provision 
has absolutely stopped some of the airport development in the United 
States, and I will tell you how specifically. 

When you take a community, such as Waterloo, Lowa, en is 
one examp yle—there were m: ny others all you geta Chie: ago labor 
rate sent down by the Government for that. and you find that none of 
the contractors eligible i ina community of that kind will take it, they 
say, “Look, if we once adopt the wage scale that you are promulg ating 
for us, which is so far above our wage seale here. we will never get 
another contract in this community. We have to abide by the con- 
tract wage scale. We cannot do a job on Chicago wage scale and 
introduce it.” And so they say, “We would rather not have that 


job; we do not want it at that price.” 

I weer rstand that difficulty, and I think that labor is entitled to 
a min m wage. I am not antilabor in any way, shape, or form; 
but the present basis of that means taking a determination which 


comes from some major city and you take that out in the country, 
and your contractors are limited. 
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That does not affect me because it works no har Iship on me, but 


I think it does work a ereat hard hip on the smatier aurports al d 
smaller communities in this country to have to live up to a Philadel 
phia or New York wage seale, and the contractors will not do that. 

Chey will either do that or they will ask you so much as to make 
uneconomical. I can tell you L have two le ‘tters here 

Senator Monronery. All Federal work is—if it is fully paid for by 
the Federal Government under the Bacon-Davis Act. You build 
a post oilice in a town, you have to pay the estimated pay. 

Mr. Inwoop. But im this particula instance, we have to have a 
wage scale set, and this may sound silly, out 1 would like to describe 
just the way it happens. 

When you have all the letters of approval for your contract and 


you are all ready to advertise, then you ask for a prevailing wage 
scale, and that takes about 30 days before the CAA can get the Labor 
Department to move. 

You get that wage scale back, and it is only good for a brief period, 
and maybe you have to change your specifications, and in the mean 
time the wage scale expired, and so you wait some further time until 
you get a new wage scale. 

When that wage scale is listed, you advertise. In the larger com 
munities this has no effect, because it does not hurt you, but in the 
smaller communities it does. 

But there are also some further regulations that I think are mani 
festly unfair. The local community is held responsible that the con 
tractor pay those wages. We can write it into our contract, and we 
can enforce it to the best of our ability, but if it is years later—we 
are compelled to keep those accounts for sever: al years—if that con 
tractor without our knowledge and certainly without our consent 
because our consent has been advertised publicly fails to have paid 
certain wages, we are liable to pay back to you for those taxes, years 
later. 

Senator Monronery. The city? , 

Mr. Inwoop. Yes, sir. We think that that labor provision is 
unfair. 

Mr. Sweeney. Has it actually worked out that way? Have you 
practical instances where the city has had to make i se payments? 

Mr. Inwoop. It has not, but it could under the regulation, the way 

is pravided., 

I have just as comment two letters, one from Kansas City, a mem 
orandum signed by the director of aviation, and the liek from the 
port of Oakland. 

That is a request from Kansas City and a request from Oakland, 
two of our members, and they total approximately the full amount of 
the $20 million. 

I would like to put this into the record with your permission just 
to show you the requests by these two widely separated sources are 
both addressed to our executive secretary. I will not take your time 
to read them but I think they are very informative, and they deal 
with your general bill, Senator, and I think they will - ~ substance. 

Senator Monronry. They will be received and pu the record. 
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(The letters are as follows:) 


May 18, 1955 


Executive Secretary, Atrport Operator’s Council, 
Washington, D. C. 
Dear Tom: The Board of Port Commissioners of the Port of Oakland have 
ne on a great many times in favor of Federal aid to airports properly 
administered on a national scale, so that the civilian airports of the Nation can 
be kept jn step in development with the great growth of other segments of the 


Officials of the port of Oakland are in favor of the Monroney-Magnuson bill, 
S. 1855, which, if passed, will authorize the expenditure of $252 million over 
period of 4 years, which is to be used for expansion and improvement of the 


‘ ian airports of the Nation. 
Che port of Oakland program for the expansion of the Metropolitan Oakland 
International Airport, for which general obligation bonds have been authorized 


by the citizens of Oakland, will during the fiscal year 1955-56 embark upon the 
second phase of this subject which, upon completion, will provide a new 8,600 
foot instrument runway with straight-in approaches and takeoffs over the unob 
structed waters of San Francisco Bay, thereby eliminating the present overland 
approach zone hazards now existing at the airport. 

We are requesting Federal assistance in our program for the fiscal year 
1955-56. Under our program, the additional areas of underwater tidelands 
Within the approach zones needed for the improvement will be secured, and 
contracts for the placing of hydraulic fill within diked areas will be let. 

The estimated cost of the program for the fiscal year 1955-56 is as follows: 


Purchase of land in approach zones _... $500, 000 
2,800,000 cubie yards of fill for runways at $0.50 per cubic yard ~ 1, 400, 000 
1,950,000 cubie yards of fill for taxiways at $0.50 per cubic yard ; 925,000 
1,700 cubie yards of fill for field areas at $0.50 per cubic yard : a 850, OOO 


Engineering and supervision : 2° OOO 
Administrative costs a ait 9, 000 
Contingencies . . ae ; 16, 000 


Total 3, 722, 000 


The entire cost of the project is estimated at $12 million and will be distributed 
over the follow ing period of time: 


1954-55 Construction of rock dikes . aie 4 $1, 350, 000 
1955-56 Dredge fill _ 8, 722,000 
1956-57 Drainage, runway paving, and field lighting - 1, 195, 000 


1957-58 Taxiways, aprons, control tower, ete 2, 933, 000 
1956-58 Terminal building_ ae it ae 2, 800, 000 


Total _ 12, 000, 000 


Bond funds in the amount of $10 million for the financing of these projects 
can be made immediately available for construction. 

At the present time, 88 single and 43 multiengine civil aireraft are regularly 
based at the airport. The naval air station located on the airport regularly 
bases 41 single-engine, 14 multiengine, 3 helicopters, and 1 lighter-than-aircraft. 

The Aircraft Engineering and Maintenance Co., which is now engaged on a 
large overhaul and flight testing project with the United States Air Force, 
results in approximately 100 jet aircraft being continually based at the airport. 

A favorable action by the Airport Operator’s Council on Senate bill S. 1855 is 
respectfully requested 

Yours very truly, 
Don W. MARTIN, 
Vanager, Metropolitan Oakland International Airport. 


wee 
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May 27, 1955. 
Subject: Federal airport aid. 


Mr. E. THos. BURNARD, 
Executive Secretary, Airport Operators Council, 
Washington, D.C. 

DrAR Tom: As you know, Kansas City embarked on the development of a 
new 4,600-acre airport in 1958 with the purchase of the land at a cost of 
$1,800,000. In 1954 a portion of the landing field was graded and early this year, 
1955, a paving contract was let and paving is now under way. The cost of 
the grading and paving amounts to about $2,250,000, making our total investment 
to date solely with our own funds substantially more than $4 million. In addi 
tion to this, approximately $2 million is now being expended for water supply 
to the new airport. 

The loss of Federal aid that had been anticipated through the years was a 
severe blow, to our financial position as we had hoped to stretch our general 
obligation bond money for capital improvements to a point where we could have 
obtained practically double the improvement for the same amount of money, 
and consequently have been much nearer to our goal of providing a much needed 
new airport. 

Kansas City now had on hand for immediate use $704,000 in cash with which 
to match Federal funds if they become available to construct fencing, runway 
lighting, access roads, taxiway, and other legitimate projects. In addition to 
this, we have authorized but unsold general obligation bonds for airport develop- 
ment only in the amount of $7,700,000. In addition to this, we feel that we 
have a reimbursable item of one-half of the cost of the land purchase for the 
Mid-Continent Internatonal Airport in the approximate amount of $800,000. 

Adding all of the above figures together, we have a total potential of funds 
with which to match Federal participation in the amount of $3,204,000. 

We are not so naive as to believe that any such matching figure can be obtained 
at once and, in fact, we are not ready to match the entire amount at this time. 

However, if a realistic program such as the $60 million per year were approved, 
we would have a chance to schedule our work from year to year and would 
be able to come up with an airport in the next 5 to 7 years that will be urgently 
needed at that time. I am holding up construction on $276,000 worth of work, 
which includes fencing, runway lighting, access roads, ete., at the new airport 
until some disposition is made of the present legislation. I am also holding up 
the start of much needed improvements at the municipal airport in the amount 
of approximately $1,500,000. It is vital that we proceed with this work as 
rapidly as possible. However, it is practically impossible to proceed with if 
until we have a decision on the Federal airport aid program 

Kansas City is in favor of the legislation that will previde Federal airport 
aid over a period of years. We are somewhat concerned with the many bills 
that have heen introduced cutting the appropriations down to a noint where 
Federal airport aid would amount to only a gesture. We feel that the airports 
should be lifted up to the category of highways, barge lines, and foreign relief. 

I want to congratulate vou on a well-run meeting in Seattle and San Francisco 
and offer all the support that I can to your administration of the Airport 
Operators Council. I think we are fortunate in having you on board. 

Sincerely, 
R. M. Wut, Director of Aviation. 

Mr. INnwoop. Of course, you have had referred to the committee 
this joint statement, and I do not need to introduce that. The Joint 
American Association of Airport Executives and Airport Operators 
Council and the National Association of State Aviation Officials—all 
three organizations reported to me and wanted me to advise vou 
because I was a member of the committee that was responsible for 
that committee—we missed quite a bit. We can guarantee that it 
is at least that amount but in certain States they were very incomplete 
so that whatever that figure is, I think I can assure you that it is 
substantially more than that. 

May I repeat just one thing, Mr. Chairman: your idea of a planned 
program such as the roads have is very sound because it takes longer 
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to build an airport than it does a road: and if it takes 2 years on 
a highway, which is a comparatively simple matter, from a construct- 


ing standpoint, then certainly 4 years is not too great for the compli- 
cated airport of today. 

Senator Monroney. Also is it not a fact that instead of dealing with 
{8 highway commissions as is the case with roads, that, you have to 
deal with a number of municipalities, and that that makes the prob- 
lem of getting the work projected and underway that many times 
more difficult ? 

Mr. Inwoop. And it also means that there are about six hundred 
and eighty-some-odd siesta that do a substantial volume, and that 
from a national defense standpoint is a pitiful small number of those 
in reserve. 

May I remind you, although I know that you know this, that the 
utility of air transportation is proportionate to the number of places 
vou Cah Go. 

You can have the finest airport at Washington, and if there are 
no other senor in the country that ceases to exist: and so it is in 
sic pica to the number of p laces you can serve th: at it has value. 

Ii we are to have a sound air transportation service, We must in- 
crease the canine of airports, because that increases the utility to 
the businessmen of the country. 

Senator Monronry. What would you say the total assets of the 
civil aviation indus try would be, not co sunting the factories, but the 
planes that fly and ground equipment, just a rough guess ¢ 

Mr. Inwoop. I would hesitate to give you that figure. I can tell 
you this: that the airports alone in these United States are probably 
the heaviest single investment of any one of the trio, which we call 
the aviation industry—the airlines, the manufacturers, and the air- 
ports. 

It has been estimated that the airports alone in this country would 
be about $30 billion in airports throughout the United States. 

Senator Monroney. Most of that was either done by the municipal- 
ities before there was Federal aid or with WPA help to expedite the 
carrying on of the war, was it not? 

Mr. INwoop. That is right. 

Senatory Monroney. There has been very little given since the war, 
has there? 

Mr. Inwoop. Gentlemen, do not delude yourselves that this 50 per- 
cent is realistic. The major airports of the country I know of none 
who are much over 5 or 10 percent Federal aid in, so that whereas 
there seems to have been some large sums of money invested in some of 
our larger communities in the United States, 10 percent would be 
a liberal figure as to the Federal proportion in the total cost of those 
airports. 

Senator Monroney. But then you get the highways and service 
access, do you not ? 

Mr. Inwoop. No; Iam just talking about the airport. 

Senator Monroney. The airport itself? 

Mr. Inwoop. For example, the city of New York, I believe, will 
show that they have an assessment of $100 million in LaGuardia, and 
I believe that the amount of their Federal aid is consider ably less 
than 10. 

Senator Monronery. Would that obtain in Philadelphia, too? 
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Mr. INWoop. In Philadelphia it also obtains. The investment in 
our international airport is about $38 million at the present time, and 
we have had about $4 million in Federal aid. 

Senator Monroney. Let me ask you: does the mere fact that some 
money is being appropriated, like the $11 million that was asked 
yr the SYO million that they will vet, in itself delay the construction 
of an airport by holding out a false hope to the cities that they will 
have more money available for matching purposes ¢ 

Mr. INwoop. You are so right, because they live in hope, and they 
have been living in hope for the last few years, and that is why we are 
in the fix that we are in today. 

They say, next year it is going to be different, we will not have the 
demands on the budget. 

I would like to observe at that point, Senator, that it has always 
been at least my theory—and I have been a student of government for 
a number of years—that the Congress sets the policy and the Executive 
executes; but we find the anomaly of, sometimes, people who I do not 
think are as qualified or have no aeronautical knowledge, in fact, the 
Bureau of the Budget seems to be running the entire Government and 
even the Congress. 

Senator Monroney. It is kind of hard to override that budget, even 
though the House did go up from $11 million to $20 million. 

Mr. Inwoop. The $20 million is ridiculous. 

Senator Monroney. But the $11 million was just twice as ridiculous. 

Mr. Inwoop. Yes; but I never knew asmall group of men that know 
all things about every item that could possibly come up. 

Senator Monroney. Senator Bible? 

Senator Brete. I have no questions. 

Senator Monroney. Mr. Sweeney ? 

Mr. Sweeney. I have none, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Monroney. We do appreciate your appearance here today, 
and if you have anything further you would like to file in the way of 
a written statement, we would like to have it, because I am impressed 
with your feeling that this is a real crisis in civil aviation; and if it is 
not met and met soon with adequate airports, we will certainly be going 
backward. 

Mr. Inwoop. Mr. Chairman, I would just like to say this, if I may: 
Commercial aviation is the most reasonable way of backing up the 
national defense. 

Airport building by the military costs five times what a commercial 
airport will cost, not including the fact that 50 percent local funds are 
involved. 

Senator Monroney. Thank you very much, Mr. Inwood, for your 
statement. 

The committee will have to stand adjourned. I want to apologize 
to you, Mr. McMulllen. Will you be in attendance tomorrow 4 

Mr. McMutten. Yes; I will be here tomorrow. 

Senator Monroney. We have several out-of-town witnesses. and 
after we have heard those, we would appreciate it if you were available. 
We will not schedule you, but if we get through with the other wit- 
nesses who are from out-of- town, we will then call you. 

The committee will stand in recess until 10:30 tomorrow morning. 

(Thereupon, at 1:05 p. m., the committee was adjourned to recon- 
vene at 10:30 a. m., June 7, 1955.) 





AMENDMENTS TO FEDERAL AIRPORT ACT 


TUESDAY, JUNE 7, 1955 


UNITED STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON AVIATION, 
Washington. D.C. 

The subcommittee met at 10:40 a. m.. in room G—16, United States 
( apitol, senator A. ». Mike Monroney (chairman of the subcom 
mittee) presiding. , 

Present: Senators Monroney, Bible, Schoe ppe ‘Il, and Pay ne, 

Also present: Edward sweeney, committee aviation counsel and 
professional staff member assigned to this hearing. 

Senator Monroney. The Aviation Subcommittee will again be in 
order. 

We have witnesses today tt stifying on §S. 1855, a bill to provide 
for a 4-year authorization for airport appropriation construction on 
a mate ‘hing basis of $63 million. 

We are pleased to have Mayor William B. Hartsfield, of Atlanta, 
Ga., representing the American Municipal Association. 

AE ayor Hartsfield, would you come forward ¢ 

Mavor HaArtTsFrevp. Yes, sir. 

Senator Monroney. Just make vourself comfortable and testify in 
any way you wish to. 


STATEMENT OF HON. WILLIAM B. HARTSFIELD, MAYOR OF 
ATLANTA, GA., ON BEHALF OF THE AMERICAN MUNICIPAL 
ASSOCIATION 


Mayor Harrsrrecp. Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommit- 
tee, lam Mayor William B. Hartsfield, of Atlanta, and Iam ap pe: aring 
before you today as chairman of the airport sponsors committee of 
the American Municipal Association. 

In such capac itv I speak on behalf of the 12,000 member cities of 
the association and more particularly for those 1,142 communities, 
large and small, that have obligations under the Federal-aid airport 
program. 

I have prepared and would ask your kind permission to submit for 
the record, in full, a formal statement supporting S. 1855. If there 
are no objections, Mr. Chairman, I would like to cover briefly a few 
highlights from this formal statement and present a few charts, ¢ opie S 
of which have been reproduced and made a part of the testimony. 

I would also hope that this procedure will permit sufficient time to 
answer any questions you may have with respect to these comments. 
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The sponsors of - Nation’s civil airports are deeply grateful for 
the action proposed by this committee’s bill, S. 1855, to authorize 
the Secretary of Commerce to obligate $63 million during each of 
the next 4 fiscal years for payment of the Federal share of the cost 
of the construction and improvement of airports needed to develop 
an adequate nationwide system of public airports. 

This proposed legislation would give airport sponsors in the con- 
tinental United States definite assurance that $60 million will be 
available to them for grants during each of the next succeeding 4 
fiscal years. It would enable airport sponsors to undertake planning, 
financing, and other preliminary work with definite assurance that 
funds for payment of the Federal share will be available on the 50-50 
basis provided by the Airport Act whenever the sponsor is able to start 
construction within the designated 4-year period. 

We are pleased to note that the definite 4-year grant authorization 
you have proposed would very nearly cover the balance of the $520 
million national airport plan originally approved by the Congress 
in the Federal Airport Act of 1946. 

I would like to say here to you gentlemen that we notice in the 
papers that Secretary Rothschild appeared before the committee 
in opposition to this bill and apparently in opposition to any further 
aid for airports than that provided in the budget which was $11 
million. 

We are completely unable to understand the apparent opposition 
of the Commerce Department or the administration to a decent air- 
port-aid program. 

We recall that Secretary Murray expressed the same opposition 
and under him the airport program was virtually abandoned. 

As a result of criticism from all over the Nation, Secretary Mur- 
ray announced that he would evaluate the whole program and ap- 
pointed quite a representative national committee. 

That committee, Mr. Chairman, came in and unanimously recom- 
mended that the Federal Government go back into grants in aid for 
municipal airports. Secretary Murray was not satisfied. 

He then set up another committee to study it still more: and after 
due time this committee likewise recommended unanimously that the 
Government go back to grants-in-aid for municipal airports. 

We feel that the Government, the administration let us say, has 
somewhat broken faith with the American cities. This program was 
gone into. T believe started in 1946. The American cities accepted it 
in good faith, and they made programs accordingly. 

In some cases cities issued bonds that were later unusable on account 
of the breakdown of this program. I have in mind particularly, T am 
informed, the case of Cincinnati, which city issued bonds containing 
the provision that they were to be matched with Federal funds. 

Federal funds became unavailable, and Cincinnati was unable to 
use those bonds. 

Senator Monroney. They relied on the 1946 act and the authori- 
zation of Congress of a 5-year program for $180 million a vear ? 

Mayor Harrsrievp. Yes, sir; they relied on it and issued bonds; and 
T am told that other cities prepared to finance it, hurt themselves on 
account of this program being suddenly virtually abandoned. 

Incidentally. gentlemen, we are also unable to understand the lack 
of interest of the administration in this program in that the 
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huge road program—one of the reasons for urging it has been the 
necessity for quick access for national defense and particularly the 
possibility of atomic damage. 

We know of no better way or quicker way to get around the country 
than aviation, and it would seem if they are honestly interested 1 
transportation, that aviation should figure in their plans. 

Senator Monroney. As a matter of fact, would not every commer 
cial airport that is brought up to specifications to take care of modern 
planes be just as valuable as a military airport; that you have to have 
extra airports because some of them are gomg to be knocked out ? 

Mayor Harrsrieip. Well, Senator, there can be no quicker way to 
move equipment and people around the country, which may be neces- 
sary in the next war, than airplanes. 

The following figures and chart—which I am submitting for the 
record as exhibit 1—show what maximum amount the Federal Gov- 
ernment was authorized to provide on a 50-50 dollar matching basis 
between the years 1946 and 1951 and how far short of that amount 
have been the annual appropriations. 

The above-mentioned document is as follows.) 
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Mayor Harrsririp, As stated by Senator Monroney when S. 1855 
was Introduced, the civil airport situation may be compared 
of our ») iblic roads, where there has been recognition ( f the hece ity 
for allowance of time for planning and financing prior to actual con 
struction. The highway acts have consistently authorized funds to be 
obligated during the 2 fiscal years following the fiscal year next su 
ceeding the year in which the authorization is granted. For example, 
the Hiv! Way Act of 1954 authorized the obligation of pec 
for highways during the fiscal years 1956 and L957. 


| 
i 


li amounts 


I call your attention on the chart to the light lines meann o what 
Congress authorized; you will notice in 1947 it started with S45 mil 
lion, less than half of what was authorized. 

Senator MoONRONI rd Was that not because at that time they Lidi the 
plans had hot been completed, the cities were not renady te vO tO) 
ward, they were Going to start w t}) 1 sin I] Wout ntil the 
vot their plans ready ¢ 

Mayor Harrsrieip, Yes,a very modest way. Then in 1952, it got t 


SiS million: 1953, to Sl4 milllon: 1954. we got nothing 


Senator Monronery. The budget recommended only S11 million for 
th Ss year, brat the House has raised that t » S20 million 

Mavor [Lar sFIELD. The budget recommended SLL 1 | " Vir. 
( hairman, and the Hou e raised it to SZO million, and tii ( ed 
that there was quite a sentiment to raise it still more, 1 ope 


that the Senate will raise it still more. 
Phe civil airport sponsors of the | nited States are ready 
fiscal 1956 a full SLOO million in loeal funds to mat 


of Federal funds on a 50-50 basis under the provisions of th Lirport 
Act. 

Because of the time lost during this administration * airport pro 
gram reevaluation study in fiscal 1954, we respectfully suggest that 
S. 1855 be amended to authorize the Secretary of Commerce to obl 
gate SLOO million for the first of the 4 fiscal years covered by the bill, 
making an offsetting reduction in the obligation authorized for the 
last of the 4 vears. 

We ask this change because the situation is urgent and many of our 
municipalit ies have been hopefully planning and arranging the finane 
ing for a substantial airport program in 1956 and are now ready to 
act. 

A joint survey made by the American Association of Airport Execu- 
tives, the Airport Operators ¢ ‘ouncil, and the National Association of 
State Aviation Officials during the past 6 months has revealed that 
civil airport construction and improvements needed in the 48 States 
to meet the requirements of air-age transportation 1s approximately 
$440 million or nearly double the amount provided by S. 1855. 

The figures for each State, based on the survey report are presented 
for the record as exhibit II. 
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(The above-mentioned document is as follows :) 


Exuisir Il.—A survey estimate showing the total of funds required from local 
and Federal sources for civil airport construction and improvements during 
the next 4 years 


Alabama______ . ata $1, 667, 500 | Nevada__ sa siscsta lacie eanaiecaet” Ae a ee 
Pe Sa 2, 494, 020 | New Hi: umpshire_. site aime = 629, 600 
as 1, 493, 552 | New Jersey__.........__- 8, 388, 330 
ne Get | POW BMeOKIC0W.. nnn 1. 257.! 574 
Colorado______-~— = = 1 8 RR OE icon enin 73, 516, 007 
Connecticut___-_-~.-- ae 956, 000 | North Carolina__-----~__- 7, 350, 656 
aes 138, 000 | North Dakota___.-.-_____ 465, 000 
i: oe “ae - Be -oee O02! Ohio... s..-...-... 96/681, 7 
TA eo re ARR oo see see 20, 391, 660 
SS eee sea ai i eo a 8, 722, 495 
ha 6. 868.000 | Pennsylvania............. 16, 575, 720 
i as 5, 852, 000 | Rhode Island ed 2, 405, 000 
Iowa le caer : 499, 000 | South Carolina__—-------~ 924, 400 
Kansas eee 1, 085, 300 South Dakota ...cc0.c<ca 618, 900 
J ee 4, 506, 600 | Tennessee ieee siaaiole 8, 048, 593 
CN ie Me ge -_._. 29, 706, 418 
ne ne a 589, 910 | Utah_____- ers 3, 949, 398 
Maryland cial 2 ee ee | WOCIOONG. Wc ieremn nea 945, 000 
Massachusetts__.________. 11, 500, 112 | Virginia__- ~loacatial badibisesialies 2, 701,000 
pAscnIgen. ......... _.. 89,049, 000 | Washington sata ieee 2, 599, 200 
Minnesota____-__ poe 11, 219, 500 | West Virginia ; hte 2, 378, 674 
Mississippi__..__ ssiciab dari 1, 438, 388 | Wisconsin 3 2, 228, 560 
te rr . 19,961, 200 | Wyoming 5 daitabe Sander hi haste 487, 953 
Montana ee 912. 300 | — = 
Nebraska_____-~-. > 714, 000 ND i ich ccrttnecloake 441, 649, 041 


Source: From AAAE, AOC, NASAD Survey 

Mayor HarrsFfietp. The municipalities were shocked last year to 
learn through the report of the Airport Panel of the Commerce De- 
partment’s Transportation Council, Senate Document No. 95, that we 
have in this country only 150 airports—that is an average of about 
3 to each State—with p: Sod runways 5,000 feet or longer. 

The report also states that the type of heavy four-engine equipment 
now used on our airlines requires airports with runw: ys 5,000 feet or 
more in length. 

Gentlemen, we have in the United States 17,118 incorporated 
places—populated by 96,062,627 persons—a large percentage of which 
are industrial, agricultural, and commercial centers playing an im- 
portant part in our national economy. 

It should be possible to reach these places at airage speeds in any 
emergency as well as under modern business conditions. We could 
face a situation where the products of our farms and factories are 
needed quickly at unexpected locations to feed or equip dispersed mul- 
titudes forced from some of our cities by atomic attack. 

We could need airspeed service in relocating the salvaged machinery 
of bombed-out factories. We have talked with pride about our na- 
tional economy and work force being the first line of defense, and yet 
with only 150 airports capable of accommodating our best load carry- 
ing transport aircraft, we are not prepared to strengthen and sustain 
our economy. 

We need action now to broaden the airport base of that means of air 
transportation that cannot be slowed down by broken rails or high- 
ways; a means of transport that is from 5 to 8 times as fast as highw: ay 
tr: insport: ition. 
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Current civil plane statistics compiled by the Aircraft Owners and 
Pilots Association, IBM department, as of December 31, 1954, show 
the following: 64,121 owned by private owners, single engine—and 
this is very interesting, gentlemen—19,122, for business use, single 
engine; 2,606, business use, multiengine; 2,022, flying clubs, single- 
engine; 1,428, private owners, multiengine; and 1,511, airlines, multi 
engines, 

That is the thing that we think of as carrying the commerce of the 
country and all the people on the airlines, only 1,511 in operation. 
Also, gentlemen, I might point out here that the President has now 
joined the list of those who are flying about in multiengine planes, and 
I am told that he acquired this plane because he would be able to get 
into more airports. 

Senator Monroney. I might add that that plane was made in Okla 
homa City, and we are quite proud of the choice of the Air Force and 
the President. 

Mayor HarrtsrieLp. Undoubtedly, the President showed very good 
judgment in the plane and the source from which it was secured. 
That shows his confidence in Oklahoma, Senator. 

The Civil Aeronautics Administration released a survey early this 
year with an estimate that 8.5 million hours were flown in 1953 by air 
craft in general—noncarrier—aviation. That figure is nearly 75 per- 
cent of the total civil flying hours for that year. 

About 42 percent of that flying was in the category of business fly 
ing which has tripled since 1946. The pegs aircraft logged about 
3.6 million hours of flying in 1953, said to be nearly 500,000 hours 
more than flown by the scheduled domestic and international airlines 

Exhibit ILI illustrates the way that business aircraft are now used 
by approximately 6,000 industries and business organizations in the 
United States. [| hope, gentlemen, that this exhibit, showing areas 
covered and cities serviced by 1 of the 6,000 industries and business 
organizations utilizing their own air transportation, will he ‘Ip to dem 
onstrate the importance of an adequi ite national network of airports. 
This is the Sangamo Electric Co. of Springfield, Ill. [indicating th 
above-mentioned chart |. 

This is the points flown by the 2 planes during 1 year, those little 
business planes covered those points on the map. Few of them, in 
deed, are the big wcities covered by the airliners. That is a chart, gen 
tlemen, of the activities of just 1 carrier for 1 year. Some of these 
lines were flown over 60 times during the year. In fact, all of them 
were duplicated. This is the total number of points that their twe 
planes went during the year. 

(The above-mentioned document is as follows :) 
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Mayor Harrsrietp. The municipalities are striving to be prepared 
for an unprecedented growth of traffic at our airports and future heli- 
ports. However, we believe the forecasts show the urgent need for 
Federal cooperation. 

We feel that each of you must realize the soundness of President 
Eisenhower’s remarks about essential public works: 

Where local enterprise can shoulder the burden, it will be encouraged and 
Supported in doing so. But where locai action cannot and should not fully meet 
the need, we shall have Federal action. 
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We are appealing to you now because local government cannot and 
should not foot the whole bill for the provement of our airports. 
The Federal Airport Act provided a Wity to meet the costs cor pera 
tively, and we urge action without delay in the form of the maximum 
appropriation within the legal limits of that act of Congress—S1L00 
million for matching boa] dollars in civil airport improvement for 
fiscal 1956. 

The municipalities have been unable to understand why the annual 
appropriations under the Federal Airport Act have been so small, | 
the Congress was really getting a true story about the inadequacy of 
our system of civil airports. ; 

Recently we have learned that you have not been getting all the 
facts from Commerce Department and CAA officials. This state 
ment is not made in criticism of those officials, but to tell you that the 
budgetary control system of the executive department and the ques 
tionable interpretation of certain statutes has kept you from knowing 
all the facts that should have been brought to your attention. 

Incidentally, I think all of you know all of our national magazines 
have been full of the crowded conditions at our airports. We have 
seel) articles in Time, News Week, and | have read hem in the news 
papers. 

We call to your attention the fact that 
under the budget procedures of the Federal Government all agencies are permitted 
to justify only the limit of the appropriation request contained in the President’s 
budget message to Congress. 

Under this rule, the Administrator of Civil Aeronautics and mem 
bers of his staff would only be able to discuss a figure selected by Bud 
get. Bureau personnel, a figure that we have reason to believe ts little 
more than 10 percent of what the CAA airport officials would urgently 
recommend if they could talk freely. 

We belie ‘ve it Is within your power to protect and enable we 1] in 
formed officials of the executive de ‘partments to t: alk freely and if this 
is done, our urgent request for a maximum 1956 program under the 
Federal - \irport Act will be confirmed, we believe. 

The current airport aid appropriation of $22 million for 1955 pro- 
vided, under restricting criteria, a program for only 164 airport 
projects. 

The inadequacy of such a program is clearly indicated by the re- 
marks of the Civil Aeronautics Administrator before the American 
Road Builders Association in January of this year: 


There are some 760 airports throughout the country which would satisfy the 
criteria, without considering additional airports that might qualify because of 
special modifying factors. 

In this connection, I call to your attention the need for more landing facilities 
for executive aircraft— 

And I would like to say here, gentlemen, that the regulat ions greatly 
restricted the purposes for which the money could be used, eliminated 
entirely terminal buildings, although many cities under the program 
already had obtained funds for terminal buildings. 


Which may require 3,500- to 4,000-foot paved runways. Industry today often 
considers airport facilities just as important in choosing a plant site as avail- 
ability of labor, utilities, etc. It appears that private enterprise, local govern 
ments, or a combination will have to meet this demand, for we cannot stretch 
present funds and ¢riteria to cover such projects 
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At this point it seems appropriate to remind you that the motor ve- 
hicle industry, dependent upon hard roads, is only approximately 10 
years older than the aircraft industry that is today dependent upon 
hard surfaced airport runways. But the total of $236,221,154 in Fed- 
eral aid that has 7 provided for airports is only about 3 percent of 
the $7,258,500,000 in Federal aid that has been provided for roads. 

In exhibit IV, you will see a comparison by years of the Federal aid 
to roads and airports. 

(The above-mentioned document is as follows:) 


A list showing by years the Federal-aid appropriations that have supported both 
the public-airport and the public-road programs in the United States—Also 
showing by years the number of aircraft and motor vehicles registered 


Motor vehicles , 
1 F 
registered in 


For public air 
ports in 







Civil aircraft 


in Unite certificated 








Year United States (Feder in United States ( nited of ites 
(autos buses inte’ (Federal-aid 
ind trucks, total)| @PPropriati ,vOre appropriations) 
1893 
1903 45, 000 
1913 1, 400, 000 
1914 1. 700, 000 
1915 2, 490, 932 
1916 3, 804, 728 
1917 5 118. 525 $5, 000, 000 
1918 6, 160, 448 10, 000, 000 : 
1919 7. 576, BRS 65, 000, 000 
1920 9, 239, 161 95, 000, 000 
1921 10, 493, 666 100, 000, 000 
1922 , 599 75, 000, 000 
1923 15, 2,105 50, 000, 000 “ 
1924 17, 612, 940 65, 000, 000 
1925 19, 940, 724 75, 000, 000 
1926 22, 052, 559 74, 000, 000 : 
1927 ; 23, 139, 599 75, 000, 000 2, 740 (*) 
1928 24, 511, 683 75, 000, 000 5, 104 
1929 26, 502, 508 75, 000, 000 9, 922 
1930 26, 531, 999 155, 000, 000 9, 818 
1931 25 862, O38 125, 000, 000 10, 680 
1932 ¢ 24, 132, 609 245, 000, 000 10, 324 | 
125, 000, 000 9, 284 
(?) 8, 322 
(2) 9, 072 
125, 000, 000 9, 2° 
125, 000, 000 10, 836 
‘ 200, 000, 000 11, 
30. 615, O87 200, 000, 000 13, 
: 135, 000, 000 17, 923 a 
eee 2 160, 000, 000 | 26,013 
PS 137, 000, 000 27,170 
137, 000, 000 27, 180 
(2) | 27,919 
(*) | 37, 789 
| 500, 000, 000 81,002 |_. 
500, 000, 000 94, 821 | $45, 000, 000 
500, 000, 000 95, 997 | 32, 500, 000 
a 92, 622 | 40, 000, 000 
450, 000, 000 | 92, 809 | 39, 500, 000 
450, 000, 000 | 88, 545 | 24, 200, 000 
500, 000, 000 89, 313 | 18, 700, 000 
500, 000, 000 | 91, 102 | 14, 321, 154 
000 575, 000, 000 93, 600 | (3) 
, 000 575, 000, 000 495, 000 | 22, 000, 000 
, ee eed p so" peace Fp BO, CER GOO Na wetemcduicdduddawn | 236, 221, 154 


1 Federal-aid for airports should have started in 1927 to be in line with the policy of cooperation that has 
built our road system. 7 . 

2 The above regular Federal-aid program figures do not inc ‘lude appropriations to make work in the 1930’s 
or the funds pr opriated in the 1940's to expand defense transportation facilities—$1,445,000,000 for roads 
and $796,280,573 at airports on development that has been of limited value to civil aircraft operators. 

3 None. 

4 Estimated 
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Mayor Harrsrretp. Gentlemen, if the Congress should fail to ap- 
prove the helpful provisions of S. 1855; and if private enterprise must 
find a way to aid local government in providing airports, as the 
Administrator has suggested, we must face the problem of removing 
all rights of the Federal Government in public airports. 

The experience of our members in seeking airport private financing 
has been very disappointing when investment bankers read the restric- 
tions and limitations in the war surplus airport deeds or grant agree- 
ments signed when Federal aid is accepted. 

As you know, Mr. Chairman, the Federal Government put many 
restrictions into those grants-in-aid, which have become a part of the 
titles of those airports, and they were accepted by the cities, thinking 
that they could rely on the Federal Government for future help. 

Senator Monronery. In many cases the Federal Government has a 
reversionary title, has it not 

Mayor Harrsrie.p. Many surplus airports have reversionary titles, 
and many airports which were owned by the city in fee simple accepted 
restrictions governing the use of that airport, and accepted them in 
good faith, Mr. Chairman, thinking that this was a continuing Fed- 
eral-aid program and that they could rely on a fair share of the Fed- 
eral help in the future. 

Senator Monronry. Because of that implied pledge they gave free 
rent to their facilities for the Civil Aeronautics Administration and 
other Federal branches within the airport buildings and also free 
landing rights to any Government plane, military or civilian. 

Mayor Harrsrieip. They did, and in many cases accepted restric- 
tions which are now a bar to the private help which is suggested. 

There is no doubt that restrictive Government rights in civil air- 
ports that have been federally aided represent a major problem for 
civil airport sponsors. It is a problem, we believe, that was not 
anticipated in 1946 because both parties under the new act and pro- 
gram—local airport owners and Federal aviation officials—expected to 
build a system of airports on a 50-50 basis. ' 

The municipal airport owners expected the Federal partner to have 
fair and reasonable rights in return for half of the investment to be 
made. 

Today the Federal partner is far behind in making the grants 
expected and the local partner is left pretty much alone to provide the 
airport facilities demanded by a rapidly growing air-age traflic, much 
of which is the “through” type of interstate traffic that has a national 
interest. 

It seems obvious that the best remedy is good faith and action now 
as proposed in §. 1855 to carry out speedily the intent of the Federal 
Airport Act. 
fk Before concluding my remarks, I want to remind you that the 
Congress has appropriated only $36,321,154 to implement the Federal 
Airport Act since 1952. 

That amount would not cover the Federal share of the cost of a 
single modern runway on 1 airport in each of our 48 States. You will 
recall that it was In 1952, 3 years ago, that you received the report of 
the President s Airport Commission, the so-called Doolittle Report, 
entitled “The Airport and Its Neighbors” calling attention to the 
serious need for airport improvements. 
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The Doolittle Report reminded us that the growth of civil aviation 
has put asevere strain on Mlany airports, and | quote: 
original facilities for handling airplanes * * * on the ground and for taking 
care of passengers, mail, express, and freight in terminal buildings have been 
outgrown. Many airports are approaching saturation. Some of them are badly 
out of balance due to a deficiency in one or another of their facilities. * * * In 
many cases runways which were once adequate in strength will not now support 
today’s heaviest airplanes. 

If you will review again the Doolittle Report, I believe you wit 
clearly understand many of the reasons for our urgent request for the 
full $100 million Federal matching dollars for civil airport improve 
ments in 1956 and our approval of the comprehensive features of the 
definite 4-year program proposed by your committee in S. 1855. 

Senator Monroney. Thank you very much. We do appreciate very 
much your coming here, and I as the chairman agree completely that 
we are allowing our civil aviation facilities to become inadequate and 
to be really a danger to this Nation’s defense efforts, and to a nation- 
Ww dene transportation system because of the lack of attention and finane 
ing that has been in existence in the past few years. 

ivan Harrsrievp. Thank you. 

Senator MONRONEY. We — we can get enough action to get some 
thing before you, and \ ill certainly give serious consideration to 
your sugestion for starting with $100 million, and then perhaps scale 
that off of the last of the 4 year payments. 

Mayor Harrsririp. Thank you, Senator. 

Senator Monronery. I appreciate very much your coming and pre 
senting this test WMony W ith these charts. 

Mir. Edward D. Rapier, vice chairman, city of New Orleans Aviation 
B oard, , 

Mr. Rapier, we are glad to have you before us, and we would be glad 
to have you proceed in your own way. 

If you have a statement that you would like to have incorporated 
in the record. we would be olad to have that. or if not, you proceed in 
your own fashion. 


STATEMENT OF EDWARD D. RAPIER, VICE CHAIRMAN, CITY OF 
NEW ORLEANS AVIATION BOARD 


Mr. Rapier. Gentlemen, I am vice chairman of the city of New 
Orleans Aviation Board and also personal representative of Mayor 
deLesseps S. Morrison. 

Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, the city of New 
Orleans and the New Orleans Aviation Board earnestly request that 
favorable action be taken on this Senate bill S. 1855, which not only 
makes appropriation for money to be used on municipal airports, but 
also permits this Federal money to be used for assistance in the con 
struction of terminal building facilities. 

Historically, many cities jumped in right after the war and built 
terminal facilities with Federal assistance. As an example, we find 
that the Federal Government contributed as follows: $1,070,000 to 
San Francisco’s termina] building; $1.207.000 to Denver’s terminal 
building; $1.278,000 to Chicago’s O’Hare terminal building; 
$1.458,000 to Pittsburgh’s terminal building; $1,490,000 to Miami's 
terminal building: $1,650,000 to Newark’s terminal building; and 
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S2.820.000 to Fort Worth’s terminal building: with Inany other cit 
vetting substantial amounts, including Baltimore, P hiaaebabie 
Houston, Charlotte, San Antonio, Milwaukee, Indianapolis, Seattle 
‘Tacoma, Phoenix, only to mention a few. 

New Orleans for quite some time has realized that the pel fect des on 
has not yet been found; in fact, even a reasonable understanding of 
needs in a terminal building have not yet been fully understood, But 
we delayed long enough to learn from the errors of others what we 
should not do and toa large extent what we should do. 

This delay, however, has thrown us into a period where Federal 
assistance has been barred to terminal buildings. 

This, even though a substantial part of the investment in these ter 
minal buildings is for Government functions, such as the control towe1 
and so forth. 

In fairness to those cities who have proceeded more judiciously with 


their designs, this bill should be passed as it is presently written. 
When you look at the amount of money being spent on military bases, 
the amount of money we are now discussing for municipal fields is by 


comparison almost insignificant. 

We, therefore, strongly urge that this bill be passed in its present 
form. 

Now, sir. that is the formal statement of the position of New 
Orleans; but Mayor Hartsfield touched upon some suggestions that I 
would like to comment on. 


Our situation is very typical of many existing around the United 
States that I know of. so I will use that for an exam ple. The founders 
approved a a bond issue of gx million phe our terminal facilities: Sv! 


million was sold, $214 million is still reserved. 

That $214 million that was sold has been spent because the runways 
that were originally designed were designed for planes of 45,01 
pounds by the Federal Government: and those runways have beet 
breaking up, and we have had to spend our $214 million to keep from 
losing these magnificient runways. 

On top of that, we have the Civil Aeronautics Administration, 
through the Fort Worth office, demanding that we go further than 


the original provisions for approach zones as safety measures. The) 
want us to extend the approach zones in width and in leneth: and 


they want us to acquire title to air rights beyond the gin of those 
approach zones; and, gentlemen, that runs into all kinds of money. 

Senator Monroney. How far do those safety zones run ? 

Mr. Raprer. At the present time they are running 2,500 feet on the 
ground, and we have no air rights be yond that. 

Senator Monroney. 2,500 feet beyond the end of the runway ? 

Mr. Rapter. Yes, sir. 

Senator MonroneEy. That isthe glide path ? 

Mr. Rapier. Yes, sir. We are hemmed in in all directions; on one 
side by buildings, actual structures I am talking about, on our instru- 
ment runway ; and on the other by another parish. 

We have to get legislation out there and so forth. 

We are now considering in order to meet. the demands of the CAA 
actually Pag aM. 1,000 feet of beautiful runway simply anes 
it would | e cheaper to abandon that 1.000 feet and try to build i 
another direction than to try to tear down expensive buildings. 


68646—55 6 
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I am only mentioning our situation because it is so typical of others 
in the country. Merely to keep the field they are spending the money 
that ought to go into the buildings, and we are really hard up to find 
out how to finance the structure that we are now about ready for, the 
plans are ready to go into construction. 

Senator Monroney. $214 million you have now ? 

Mr. Rapier. $214 million now, and the amount of money that needs 
to be obtained is $9,900,000. 

Senator Monroney. That would take exactly half of the United 
States appropriation as contained in the House bill. 

Mr. Raprer. That is right. 

Senator Monroney. I am not criticizing the amount as included 
inthat bill. In fact, they propose a $19,900,000 airport for Annapolis, 
which would consume the amount, practically the entire amount, 
being authorized for air on a national airport system. 

Mr. Raprer. Sir, they are presently constructing a military base, 
Alvin Calendar Airport, across the river from New Orleans, and the 
first stage requires $30 million. 

Of our $9,900,000, for your information, about $6 million is terminal 
buildings, roadways, parking facilities, lighting, and so forth; and 
the other, roughly, $4 million is in the ground through paving, to 
bring the planes up to the fingers, and repairing and extending ‘the 
approaches. 

That $9,900,000 does not include the item of possibly getting more 
air rights or extending the runways. 

Senator Monroney. All that is completely new to the municipal- 
ities? I mean over the last year they have found that they have to 
acquire the air rights there on the glide paths? 

Mr. Rapter. I was watching some jets the other day, and noticed 
that they used our shorter runway, the 5,900-foot runway, and T was 
a little bit disturbed when they got off the ground they were mushy, 
and they were mushy in the air long past the end of that runway. 

And the expenses when you consider that these runways are $1.60 
and $1.70 a square foot for extension, and you can run 1.000 feet 
without much money, but when you widen it out, you multiply those 
square feet, and they get to be pretty expensive. 

Senator Monroney. The runways you have at New Orleans are 
what length ? 

Mr. Rarrer. 7,000 for the instrument, and 5,000 for the noninstru- 
ment. 

Senator Monronery. You would not vonsider those sufficient to 
handle a jet transport, would you ? 

Mr. Rartrr. No, sir: we are talking about and planning and have 
been discussing extending the 7,000 feet to the right to the parish 
line, and acquiring ground and air rights beyond the parish line, 
which would mean 9.500 feet on the instrument; and we are talking 
about ways of extending to 6.000 feet on the cross-wind runway. 

I suppose you understand the theory of the long runway that it is 
used in dead air, and when cross wind gets to be 30 miles per hour or 
more, and they do not need as many feet of runway, taking off into 
the breeze, they use the shorter runway. 

Senator Monronry. Senator Payne, do you have any questions? 

Senator Payne. Yes. Was that a military airport before the city 
took over? 
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Mr. Rarter. No, sir; it never got to be one. It was being constructed 
to be one, but the war ended before it was completed. 

Senator Paynge. Wasthat at Maisant / 

Mr. Raprer. That was at the lake front. 

Senator Payne. How many runways are there / 

Mr. Rapier. In Maisant ? 

Senator Payne. Yes. 

Mr. RAPIER. There are 1. but we are roing to turn 2 of those into 
taxiways because they are not needed. 

Senator Payne. What is the depth of pavement, a! d is it concrete 
or asphalt ¢ 

Mr. Raprer. It is concrete, and we are putting asphaltic concrete on 
top of it. It will be 11 inches when we get through with it. 

Senator Payne. Eleven inches deep 4 

Mr. Rapier. Yes, sir; as a matter of fact, that still does not provide 


for the planes on the drawing’ board. That only provides for the 
DC-7’s and superconstellations; and when they come out with these 
200,000 pound planes, we will have to put some more asphaltic con 


crete on top of that at a very substantial expense. 

It cost us about $900,000 to redo the north-south runway to keep 
it from breaking up. On the east-west runway, merely replacing the 
concrete blocks that were cracked or broken, is costing $135,000 before 
we start to put the asphaltic concrete on top. 

Senator Payne. That isall. 

Senator Monroney. In other words, if we did no building of plane 
facilities, it would consume more than the $20 million that is being 
authorized in the present appropriation bill to prevent deterioration 
and going backward in your runways of your major airports of the 
country ; would it not? 

Mr. Rarrer. It would take—on a matching fund basis, it would 
take twice the amount, assuming that the municipalities would put 
up half the money. 

Senator Monronry. It would take all of that fund just to keep the 
status quo, to prevent further deterioration ? 

Mr. Raprer. Yes, sir; between the time that we let the contract and 
the time that the contractor could get to work to tear out those concrete 
blocks, about 12 of them broke up, and that is about $700 a square. 

Senator Payne. What is the depth of that ? 

Mr. Raprer. The concrete itself is 8 inches—the asphaltic topping 
to come on top will be 5 inches, as was the original reinforced concrete 
and 6 inches of asphaltic concrete on top. 

Senator Payne. Just as an aside, you want to put Dallas down there 
with Fort Worth, Dallas is awfully jealous of their interest in that ter 
minal down there at Fort Worth. 

Mr. Rarter. I know a great deal there, and it is not my purpose to 
get into a controversy, but I am speaking of the terminal building, 
and that is in Tarrant County, at the county line. 

I believe the official title is Fort Worth International Field or 
Amon Carter Field, a beautiful field, the finest municipal field I have 
ever seen. 

Senator Monroney. What is the total municipal cost for that? 

Mr. Rarrer. Of New Orleans? 

Senator Monroney. No; of Amon Carter Field. 
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Mr. Rapier. I have heard many figures. I think that $15 million 
is one of the reasonable ones | have heard most frequently quoted. 
Doesthat sound right ? 

Senator Monroney. $15 million—that is the terminal and the land 
ing field? 

Mr. Raprer. IT imagine that is what it would be. 

Senator Monroney. What will your airport come to when it is 
completed ? 

Mr. Rapier. Grand total ? 

Senator Monroney. Yes. 

Mr. Rapter. I could not give you that because I do not know what 
the Government spent. We have never had adequate figures on the 
amount the Government has spent. 

Senator Monroney. I mean what you are proposing to spend now 
$9.900,000 on the terminal and field ? 

Mr. Rapier. Yes: and the landing fields. $7,100,000 for the build- 
ing itself, and $2,800,000 for the fieldwork adjacent to the building. 
aprons, and taxiways, and so forth. 

Senator Monroney. Senator Schoeppel, did you have any questions ? 

Senator Scnorpren. I apologize for being late. I was opening the 
agriculture hearing this morning, and I could not get here, but I shall 
read your testimony with much interest. 

I have landed at your airport down there a number of times. 

Mr. Rapier. The airport landing is good, but the terminal building 
is terrible. 

Senator Monroney. Senator Bible ? 

Senator Brreie. I have no questions. 

Senator Monroney. Are there any further questions? If not, thank 
you very much, Mr. Rapier, for being here. 

Is Mr. Fred Alley of Charleston, W. Va., representing the Ameri 
can Association of Airport Executives, in the room ? 

(There was no response. ) 

Senator Monroney. The next witness will be Mr. Thomas K. Jor 
dan. director of the Wisconsin State Aeronautics Commission. We 
appreciate having you before the committee and would be glad to 
have you proceed in your own way. 


STATEMENT OF THOMAS K. JORDON, DIRECTOR, WISCONSIN STATE 
AERONAUTICS COMMISSION 


Mr. Jorpon. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. TI understand I am prob 
ably the only State aeronautics director appearing, so I will be brief. 
My name is T. K. Jordon, and I am director of the Wisconsin State 
Aeronautics Commission. 

I have held this position since 1950. Prior to that, I was chief 
engineer for the commission, and before that airport engineer for the 
Wisconsin State Planning Board, beginning in 1942. 

I am a registered professional engineer and a pilot. I have been 
associated with public airport developments in Wisconsin for the past 
99 years. T have had continuing, day-to-day contact with the Federal 
Airport Act since its inception in 1946, and was in close contact with 
the measure in the years immediately preceding its passage by the 


Congress. 
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In addition, I have been chairman of the National Association of 
State Aviation Officials committee on legislative and administrative 
revisions, and spent a substantial amount of time over a 2-year period 
in the study of the act and in the preparation of ; . 
for amending the act to Improve its workability. 

The Wisconsin State Aeronautics Commission is responsible, among 
other things, for cooperating with the Federal Government n tl 
development of a national system of airports, as authorized by 


rer ommendat lOnS 


i 5 
Federal Airport Act. 

The State provides State airport aid to local units of government 
developing publicly owned airports both with and without Federal 
aid. Iurther, Wisconsin requires that local units of government desir 
ng Federal aid, or State aid, or both, must petition the Conn 
sion for such aids. 

The ie gene n must find favorably on such petitions, and they 
Hilist als« be ap proved DY the — rnor ay fore becom no ¢ Tec ve, 
The law ius provides that the Commission shall have conti of all 
project finances and all ph with the Federal Government \ 
Lrvreement with project sponsors the Com ISSiON also | nel 1] 
project planning and construction throughout the State, ex n 
Milwaukee County, which has a full-time staff emploved by the ity 
for s such work. . 

You can approach that basic problem in many way rut | lly 


vou arrive at the same thing. 

With respect to S. 1855 Phau amentally the bill appears to be very 
eood, and we favor it. However. we would make a few com 
‘concerning the measure. 

The bill propos es to expand the definition of airport development 
is defined under the Federal Airport Act to make it clear that publicly 
owned buildings on airports, except airport hangars, shall be eligible 
for Federal aid. 

We think this provision is needed. Public buildings to provide 
shelter and housing for essential services and conveniences for the 
traveling public at airports, as well as housing for necessary Federal, 
State, and local functions are vital to a successful airport. 

More than that, the rents received from tenants in such buildings, 
especially on small airports, are not ordinarily sufficient to pay the 
cost of such buildings. Under the present circumstances, if public 
funds can be justified in landing area improvements, then essential 
buildings must be accepted as eligible also. 

The bill proposes to strengthen the language of the act with respect 
to the national airport plan so there will be no misunderstanding of 
its purpose, and we think that this is most commendable. 

Senator Monroney. You think it should have national aspects in 
the planning and not just picking up the projects as found in various 
States / 

Mr. Jorpon. That is right. We think that there should be a better 
understanding of what that plan is intended to do. 

The Federal Airport Act counts heavily for its suecess upon close 
cooperation between Federal, State, and local governments, and the 
existence of a sound, stable, and realistic national airport plan that can 
he followed with confidence by all those participating in the realiza- 
tion of the plan. 
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We have not been satisfied in the past that the national plan has been 
all that it should be, especially when it comes to considering the views 
and opinions of the sponsors and States who must play a part in the 
development of the airports to be included in the plan. 

We would also like to call attention to the fact that section 3 (a) 
of the act relating to the formulation of the national plan refers to 
projects as being the basis of the plan; so does section 2 of S. 1855; 
and we think that it would be better to refer to “airports” instead of 
“projects,” in view of the meaning of the word “project” in the act. 

As I read this S. 1855, it refers to really a plan of projects. In order 
to have a stable plan, we are talking about airports, and that plan 
should define airports, and where you are going to use that, the projects 
are undertaking of work to improve these airports, and those better 
should be placed in programs. 

Section 4 of S. 1855 proposes strengthening the act by providing 
assurance to sponsors that Federal funds will be available for Federal- 
aid construction as needed, or that sponsors will be reimbursed if 
they advance the Federal share of projects. 

Lack of such assurance has made it very difficult for local units of 
government and States to plan projects financing, and utterly impos- 
sible to schedule essential construction in accordance with the needs 
of the trafic which has resulted in wasteful and annoying circum- 
stances. 

Senator Monroney. This is the section of the bill that received the 
heaviest attack from the Under Secretary of Commerce who yesterday 
testified that it would create instability in airport construction pro- 
grams and leave the budget in grave uncertainty and would destroy 
almost the fiscal solvency of the Nation. 

In other words, everything that could be used to condemn this au- 
thorization plan Ww hich has worked SO wel] in the highway program was 
thrown at this section of the bill. Further, he said that you would deal 
with State commissions er easily and the State commissions in 
highways were supported by appropriation for every 2 years, and 
that they could tolerate the 2-vear authorization in the highway pro- 
gram, but usu: af city councils meet about every week, and therefore, 
they didn’t need it, and they could get in there and get their projects 
certificated and ear such with a 1-year appropriation. 

Mr. Jorpon. I heard the remarks, and I had a little difficulty 
following them then. Frankly, I just do not understand what he is 
talking about. 

Senator Payne. Many of the State legislatures are brought into 
this picture; it is not just dealing with municipalities. 

In many instances States very definitely play a part of that. Some 
of the State legislatures meet every year, and some of them only meet 
once every 2 years; and there is a lot of planning that has to be under- 
taken ona before you get to the final point. 

So, I do not think the argument he made is a very realistic one on 
the basis of having had experience at the municipal and State level 
myself. 

Senator Monronry. I appreciate what Senator Payne said. The 
money side is very important, because you do not have taxes coming 
in such as the highway users’ tax, and you have to make arrange 
ments to get funds. 
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Senator Payne. Mr. Chairman, I wonder if I may just ask another 
question. 

I was wondering whether or not, Mr. Jordon, you have informa- 
tion as to how many of the States with aeronautics boards have laws 
on the books which olive to the boards il portion at least of the money 
coming from the sale of aviat ion oasoline. 

Mr. Jorpon. I do not have that figure at my finger tips, but ow 
executive secretary of our National Association of State Aviation 
Officials is here. Iam sure he will supply that figure for the record, 
and | think he may testify later. It isa fairly good number. 

Under section 4 of S. 1855 the Secretary of Commerce would be 
authorized to make grants of funds on the basis of the obligation au 
thority set forth in the bill, which is proposed to be limited to $60 
million per year. 

It would appear, however, that the limitation of one year would 
be too short, and that possibly a 2-year or a 3-year period would b 
much better. It very often requires a Y-vear period where a local 
unit of vovernment and a State are both contributing to a projec i 
for both to have their funds available and re addy for obligation, and 
suk h funds would have to be available before a grant agreement could 
be entered into with the Federal Government. 

The bill proposed lapsed authorization be reapportioned in accord 
ance with the original formula, with 25 percent being returned to the 
discretionary fund. Thisisa poor provision. 

Krom our experience with the Federal] Airport Act, there is a cood 
deal of question whether there should be a discretionary fund at all 
or not, and ‘ertainly the discretionary fund should not be increased, 
which would be the effect of the bill as now written 

Senator Me NRONEY. I do not believe you find that the discretionary 
fund is increased percentagewise. I think it has always been a 25 
percent discretionary, 75 percent mandatory; and then reverts at the 
close of the year, and is distributed by addition to the 25 percent. 

Mr. Jorpvon. Yes, the 25 percent recaptured from, or recaptured 
authorization, would go into the discretionary fund, but would co1 
tinue to build it up. 

If the 25 percent had been unallocated, that would remain, and so 
any lapsed balances added to it would increase it. 

Senator Monroney. That is right. 

Mr. Jorvon. Therefore, you would be increasing the discretionary 
f ind through lapsed balances, by means ot this amendment. 

Senator Monroney. Do you not think it is a good idea to have those 
available for aviation? Would you rather have it all in the other 75 
percent, no discretionary 4 

Mr. Jorpon. No, we would suggest that all lapsed balances be re 
apportioned among the States and not go back to the discretionary 
fund. 

Senator Monroney. I see. 

Senator Scnorrret. How would you take care of the criticism that 
has been made that in this discretionary handling where you would 
find that just certain sections of the country would get the bulk of 
these funds ? 

I recognize, of course, that there is the problem of taking care of the 
air traffic load. 

Mr. Jorpon. Yes. 
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Senator Scnorrren. Tlave you o1 your group that you are appear 
ine here for heard about the criticism that, well, we are getting, some 
of these big metropolitan areas where they would vel the bulk of it 
would put up big elaborate airports; and you recognize that there 
is some validity to that feeling—and that the dise ‘retion was permitted 
to see that the proper allocation was made to other sections of ce 
country in the developing of an airport system, the developing of : 


travel] that that is tied to? 


Mr. JORDON. Well. sir, the law now pro, ides the allocation on the 
basis of area of population with weighted advantage TO small popu 


lation States, 
As I understand it, the discretionary fund was really included to 
large projects where the bulk of 


help large communities with very 
1 vear, and as the law was ad- 


the financine had to come in in any 


ministered over a period of a number of vears, if you received a dis 
eretionary oTrant in one vear. the next year your allocation to yvour 


State was reduced accordingly : so it came out the same. 

From a planning standpoint, from the point of stability, so that we 
know where we are. if we know that by law so much is going to be 
iwailable in each State in so many vears. we can plan and arrange our 
pl iecording] 

If we were to have this discretionary fund, that throws an element 
of Wye ertal t\ 1] Wi ro TO t] e f llow who has the diseretion and 


say, “Will vou provide some money 2 years from now, because we 
want to plan something?” That is the sum and substance of it 

That is the feel) wy oT f Wi Isc onsin it VOU pass thi 11S ob heatorv statute, 
it gives the stability that we need for planning that then, and each 
State would have to live within what you have provided. 

Senator Monronry. You are not against the 25 percent discretion- 
ary fund. are von? 

Mr. Jornon. Yes. sit 

Senator Monronry. You want the whole thing out ? 

Mr. Jorpon. Personally I do not think it is a good thing. 

Senator Monroney. I thought what you were testifying against was 
the small increase. 

Mr. Jorpon. IT am testifving against that, but you asked the ques- 
tion, but frankly, I do not think it is a good thing. 

I think you are much better off to follow the pattern of the highway 
system and s: ay each year you are going to have these funds to work 
with and let us go ahead and get our planning out of the way. 

May T proceed 7? 

Senator Monronry. Yes. 

Mr. Jorpon. With respect to the provision of the Federal Airport 
Act requiring congressional approval for projects of over $50,000 on 
class TV and larger airports, it has been our experience that this pro- 
vision has caused a good deal of confusion and difficulty without doing 
any visible good: and we would suggest that it be eliminated from the 
act. 

The purpose of the provision apparently was to prevent a few large 
airports from getting the lion’s share of the Federal aid—that can 
be debated, but that is the way we feel about it—but this is not very 
likely to happen, and especially if the discretionary fund were elimi- 
nated. 
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Further, the numerical classification of airports is obsolete, and so a 
problem arises over interpretation of the act as now written. 

Senator Monroney. We had some testimony on that. Would you 
recommend dropping the 1, 2, 3, and 4 classifications of airports 

Mr. JORDON. Yes; | woul l. | think we should have one system in 
this country and follow it. At the present time we have a numerical 
that some people are trying to use and also names: and I think we 
need some classifications. 

I do not care w mee one we use, but we ought to have one. 

Section 15 (b) of the Federal Airport Act provides that project 
involving labor shall contain provisions establishing minimum wages, 
to be predetermined by the Secretary of Labor. 

I am making these comments, but I am certainly hot one who sub 


ribes to lowering wages at all. This is simply a matter of simp! 
hication. 

We have had a good deal of difficulty with this provision in t 
past because ot the weeks and months required to secure approved 
wage rates and the fact that the approvals are limited to 90 days 

Recet tly, the situation has beet better. but it, 1s till the cause of a 


good deal of concern. It appears desirable to us to change this section 
of the act so that the State agencies hav ing jurisdic tion over minimum 
wages In the various States could certify the minimum wages for the 
project. 7 

As matters now stand, we have Federal-aid projects and non-Fed 
eral-aid projects operating at the same time with the wages the same 
in both instances, and under such circumstances it is difficult to justify 
the longer and more cumbersome procedure of voing through the 
Secretary of Labor. 

Senator Scuorrren. I am inclined to agree with you because you 
have some that participated in one way or another, and you have in a 
number of areas of the country an entirely different wage schedule by 
reason of the contract work and away from the ereat metropolitan 
centers and all this and that. 

I know that in a number of other instances it has been drawn 
to my attention. Even in my own state, there is such a great disparity 
that the difficulties which have developed over these things have just 
dragged out the projects. 

Mr. Jorpon. That is true, Senator, and occasionally it has happened 
in our State, but largely the situation in Wisconsin is that the wage 
rates are going to be the same. 

As a matter of fact, as I understand the mechanics of it, the Secre 
tary of Labor asks the same fellow in the state what. he is paying. 

In one instance I can get the wages in 12 hours for a State project, 
and I have to wait an indeterminate a for a Federal wage scale: 
and I am not being critical of anybody, but I am just saying if we are 
going to come out at the same place, we should use the same procedure. 

Section 11 (5) of the Federal Airport Act—this is a point he ene 
vour bill, if I may bring it in—provides that the sponsor will give 
assur: coekan Administrator that the owner will furnish to any civii 
agency of the Government without charge (except for light, heat. and 
janitor service _ similar facilities and services at the reasonable 
cost thereof) such space in airport buildings as will be reasonably ade 
quate for use in connection with any air traffic control activities on 
other reporting activities and communication activities related to ai 
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craft traflic control which such agency may deem it nec essary to estab- 
lish and maintain at the: airport. 

What I have been reading is what the law says. 

This provision, while well-intentioned, is causing a good deal of 
difficulty for airport owners, in that since the act has been renewed 
and we are back executing grant agreements with the Civil Aeronau- 
tics Administration, it has been inte ‘rpreting the provision to mean 
that with each new grant agreement for an airport, they are entitled 
to reexamine the Government’s space nee “ds, previous agreements, and 
contracts that have been made notwithstanding. 

Further, the rent-free space covenant constitutes an option on all 
space that the airport owner might have, and any agreements he makes 
with others must be contingent upon that that agreement shall hold 
with respect to rent-free space for the life of the ee and later 
agreements shall not make additional demands, but shall respect the 
provisions of the contract previously made. 

It is suggested that this section of the act be amended to so provide 

That concludes my statement, gentlemen. 

Thank you very much. 

Senator Monroney. Senator Bible? 

Senator Breie. I have no questions. 

Senator Monroney. Senator Payne? 

Senator Payne. I have no questions. 

Senator Monronry. Senator Schoeppel ¢ 

Senator Scuorrren. I have no questions. 

Senator Monroney. We thank you for your appearance very much, 
Mr. Jordon. 

Mr. Donald Durand, secretary and assistant general counsel, Air 
Transport Association is the next witness. 

Mr. Durand, we are very happy to have you with us this morning 
and you may proceed in any way you prefer. 


STATEMENT OF DONALD DURAND, SECRETARY AND ASSISTANT 
GENERAL COUNSEL, AIR TRANSPORT ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Duranp. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, I am 
J.D. Durand, and I am secretary and assistant general counsel of the 
Air Transport Association of America, which is composed of sub- 
stantially all of the scheduled United States-flag airlines. 

We deeply appreciate the opportunity to appear before this com- 
mittee in support of S. 1855. 

Mr. Chairman, we believe the Federal Airport Act was and is sound 
legislation. S. 1855 would implement the program envisioned by the 
Federal Airport Act. 

The effect of the bill would be to insure the expenditure of the sum 
approximately equal to the $500 millon originally contemplated by 
Congress in the Federal Airport Act. 

According to our information, approximately $236 million has been 
appropriated under the Federal Airport Act during the fiscal years 
1947 through 1955. S. 1855, which contemplates the appropriation 
of $252 million over a 4-year period, would result in a total appropria- 
tion of approximately $488 million. 

We likewise endorse the so-called contract authorization principle 
embodied in the bill. That principle has been embodied, for many 
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years, in highway legislation and is embodied in the present Federal 
aid highway program. 

The highway program and the airport program appear to us to 
have many features of similarity, and we believe that the authorization 
concept will be as beneficial to the airport program as it has been to 
the highway program. 

Whether it has been due to the very rapid growth of air transporta- 
tion, or to the fact that less than half of the aggregate amount author 
ized in the Federal Airport Act has been appropriated, the fact is that 
the civil airport facilities of the United States are inadequate. 

Reference was made yesterday to the airport panel of the Depart 
ment of Commerce, which, during 1953, made a very thorough re 
appraisal of the Federal airport program and pre pared a comprehen- 
sive and well-documented report on the subject. 

The findings of the panel were approved in principle by a majority 
of the Transportation Council of the Department of Commerce, which 
is composed of representatives of all forms of transportation. ‘The 
panel’s findings, therefore, are worthy of the most serious consider- 
ation. 

The panel found, in part, and I quote: 

The number and functional adequacy of present civil airport facilities do not 
meet the present and future needs of civil aviation consistent with the require 
ments of the National interest and security. * * * The Federal Government 
should participate financially with State and local governments in the construe 
tion and development of civil airports to the extent that these airports serve 
the national interest. 

The Air Transport Association, Mr. Chairman, agrees aeepeny 
with those findings. We sincerely believe that 5. 1855 would be a 
long stride toward re medying the deficiency in our civil airport plant. 

At first blush an authorization to the Sec retary of Commerce to 
commit the United States to an annual expenditure of $63 million 
for airport development in the States and the Territories sounds like 
a lot of money. 

However, when these figures are matched up against civil airport 
needs, they become very reasonable, 

Mr. Lee testified yesterday that the present system of airports is 
not adequate for the future needs of air commerce and that the 1953 
and 1954 CAA airport plans indicated that the Federal share of needed 
airport development came to approximately $289 million. 

He stated.also that the CAA has received requests from local gov- 
ernments totaling almost $105 million for fiscal year 1956. Of that 
amount, almost $75 million qualify as eligible under the strict criteria 
adopted by the Department of Commerce. 

Colonel McMullen, secretary of the National Association of State 
Aviation Officials, testified yesterday that the country’ s total airport 
needs amount to approxim: itely $468 million; that $222 million would 
be needed in 1956 and $147 million would be needed in 1957. He 
stated also that there are approxim: ately $173 million in local funds, 
on hand or available, awaiting matching Federal funds. 

Against this background, an authorization to the Secretary of 
Commerce to commit the United States up to an amount of $63 million 
a year, appears to be a very conservative approach. It may well be 
too conservative, but it is a good beginning. 
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We believe S. 1855 is a sound bill, and we urge the committee to 
approve it. 

Senator Monronry. Thank you very much, Mr. Durand. You, 
as representing the Air Transport Association, are probably one of 
the most vitally concerned tenants on the various airports. 

Do you have any figures as to the inadequacy of the airport system 
which your members serve ? 

Mr. Duranp. Yes, sir; I have some figures. Yesterday, I believe. 
sir, that you expressed some interest in the adequacy of the present 
airport system to accommodate jet transport aircraft; did you not? 

Senator Monroney. Yes. 

Mr. Duranp. I discussed that with our operations department last 
night and this morning, and they inform me that on the basis of a 
study they made in 1952—and I do not think there has been any very 
great change since 1952—there were only seven airports in the country 
which could accommodate jet transport aircraft, without the iImposi 
tion of very serious weight limitations which would make their oper 
ation most uneconomical. 

Senator Monroney. That isseven civilian airports? 

Mr. Dcranp. Yes: seven civilian airports. There are other air 
ports which could accommodate jet transports but the runway lengths 
are such that the maximum permissib le gross weight of the aircraft 
would have to be so low that you could not afford to operate them. 

I think that in view of the fact that there are some 600 airports in 
the country, and the fact that only 7 could take them shows that there 
is a very great need for substantial airport improvements. 

Senator Monronry. And you figure the jets will be here by 1960 
at least ? 

Mr. Duranp. That is what our engineers tell us: ves, sir. 

Senator Monroney. Some estimates have been 1958, but certainly 
with only seven airports that are capable of handling this new trans 
port plane of the future, the airlines will have a very difficult time in 
putting them on, will they not ? 

Mr. Duranp. That is right, sir. 

Senator Monronery. We will hold them back and. therefore, not 
only delay civilian aviation but in doing so delay military aviation 
as well ? 

Mr. Dvcranp. That is right, and on that point, Mr. Chairman, I 
got from our representatives on the American Use Panel, which is 
the panel that handles the use of airports, civil airports, which have 
military operations on them, either Air Force jets or Navy aircraft 
or Air Reserve or Air National Guard, and T find that there are 83 
civil airports which have military activity on them. 

Senator Monronry. Eighty-three out of six hundred and some? 

Mr. Duranp. That is correct. 

Senator Monronry. Would you make that a part of the record? 
We would like to have that. 
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(The above-mentioned document is as follows :) 


CIVIL 


Akron, Ohio 
Amarillo, Tex. 
SJaltimore, Md. 
Battle Creek, Mich. 
sirmingham, Ala. 
soise, Idaho 
soston, Mass. 
Brownwood, Tex. 
Burlington, Vt. 
Casper, Wyo. 
Charleston, 8S. C. 
Charleston, W. Va. 
Charlotte, N.C. 
Cheyenne, Wyo. 
Chicago, Il. 


Colorado Springs, Colo. 


Columbus, Ohio. 
Dayton, Ohio 

Des Moines, Iowa 
Detroit, Mich. 
Duluth, Minn. 
Fargo, N. Dak. 
Fort Smith, Ark. 
Fort Wayne, Ind. 
Fort Worth, Tex. 
Great Falls, Mont. 
Greensboro, N. C. 
Greenville, Miss. 
Harrisburg, Pa. 
Hlobbs, N. Mex. 
Houston, Tex 
Jackson, Miss. 
Jacksonville, Fla. 
IKKansas City, Mo. 
Knoxville, Tenn. 
Little Rock, Ark. 
Long Beach, Calif. 
Louisville, Ky. 
Madison, Wis. 
Mansfield, Ohio 
Medford, Oreg. 
Memphis, Tenn. 


AIRPORTS WITH 


MILITARY FLYING 


Meridian, Miss. 
Miami, Fla. 
Milwaukee, Wis 
Minneapolis, Minn. 
Monterey, Calif. 
Montgomery, Ala. 
Nashville, Tenn 
Newark, N. J 

New Orleans, La. 
Niagara Falls, N. Y. 
Oklahoma City, Okla. 
Ontario, Calif. 
Orlando, Fla 
Peoria, Ill. 
Philadelphia, Pa. 
Phoenix, Ariz 
Pittsburgh, Pa 
Portland, Oreg 
Providence, R. I. 
Reading, Pa 

St. Joseph, Mo. 

St. Louis, Mo 

St. Petersburg, Fla. 
Salt Lake City, Utah 
Savannah, Ga. 
Schnectady, N. Y. 
Selma, Ala. 

Sioux City, Iowa 
Sioux Falls, S. Dak. 
Spokane, Wash. 
Springfield, Il. 
Springfield, Mass, 
Sweetwater, Tex. 
Syracuse, N. Y. 
Tallahassee, Fla. 
Traverse City, Mich. 


Tulsa, Okla. 


Wichita Falls, Tex. 
Wilmington, Del. 
Youngstown, Ohio 
Yuma, Ariz. 


Senator Scuorrren. I do not know whether you did this while I 


was out, Mr. Chairman, but did you name the seven airports? Did 
you name them into the record ? 

Mr. Duranp. No, but I would be glad to do so: Lindbergh Field, 
San Diego; San Francisco Municipal; Friendship Airport in Balti- 
more; Wayne Major Field at Detroit; Logan Field in Boston; Inter- 
national Airport at New York; and the airport at Portland, Oreg. 

Those are the seven, sir. 

Senator Monronry. Do you have any questions? 

Senator Scuorrret. No further questions. 

Senator Monronry. Senator Payne? 

Senator Payne. No. 

Senator Monroney. Senator Bible? 

Senator Biste. I am wondering, Mr. Durand, if you could indicate 
as to the adequacy of the $63 million. You take a glancing blow when 
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you say you are rather doubtful if that is sufficient. Do you have any 
figure ? 

“Mr. Duranp. No, sir; I am not prepared to state that figure at this 
time ; $63 million is certainly an improvement and would be : a welcome 
level. As a matter of fact, the top amount appropriated under the 
act, was, I think, $45 million in fiseal 1957. 

[ did prepare, sir, a table showing the amount each State would 
get under a $63 million appropriation, disregarding the discretionary 
fund which would there, there would be a total amount to be appor- 
tioned under the formula of $45 million. 

I checked off some of the States: Kansas would get $882,000; Maine 
would get $385,000; Oklahoma wouk lg et $841,000: and Texas would 
get $5.093. 

Those are certainly not exorbitant amounts of money to spend 
a State for airport development. 

Senator Monroney. That is out of $45 million, or is that out of 
$60 million. 

Mr. DuraNnp. That is out of the $45 million. 

Senator Monroney. I see. The amount left after deducting the 
discretionary fund. 

Senator Brete. Mr. Chairman, that might be a helpful table. 

Senator Monronry. Yes; we would like to have that included in 
the record. Do you have it? 

Mr. Duranp. This following table shows the distribution among 
the States and Territories of a $63 million appropr lation. 

(The table follows:) 


Federal-aid airport program, distribution of $63 million appropriation 





a 
State or Territo APpor ee State or Territory Apportion- 
men . ment 

Alabama $836,180 North Dakota 605, 945 
Ariz 1 939, 544 Ohio 7 1, 511, 101 
Arka is 670,938 | Oklahoma 841, 462 
California 2, 734,099 | Oregon whe 932, 127 
Colorado 955, 269 | Pennsylvania 1, 902, 130 
Connecticut 340, 256 | Rhode Island ‘a 127, 157 
Delaware 64, 980 South Carolina 5 
District of Columbia 120, 271 South Dakota 
Florida 851, 856 rennessee 798, 404 
Georgia 942,419 | Texas 3, 093, 777 
Idaho 694, 985 Utah . 719, 824 
Illinois 1, 721, 651 Vermont aa 126, 216 
Indiana ; 852,738 | Virginia ‘ 803, 025 
Iowa 800,327 | Washington es 863, 070 
Kansas 882,263 | West Virginia 475, 132 
Kentucky 733,174 | Wisconsin , 993, 906 
Louisiana 760, 599 | Wyoming 754, 789 
Maine 385, 763 - - 
Maryland 439, 234 Total State apportionment 45, 000, 000 
Massachusetts. - 767,262 | Discretionary funds : 15, 000, 000 
Michigan 1, 654, 594 + ae 
Minnesota 1, 072, 185 Total funds for continental 
Mississippi 676, 053 United States 5 Fe 60, 000, 000 
Missouri 1, 096, 682 
Montana 1, 157, 301 Alaska 1, 350, 000 
Nebraska 759,013 | Hawaii ; 750, 000 
Nevada 827,050 Puerto Rico 600, 000 
New Hampshire 147,216 | Virgin Islands___- : 300, 000 
New Jersey 781, 667 - 
New Mexico 985, 691 Total 3, 000, 000 
New York 2, 606, 233 


North Carolina 989, 458 Grand total 63, 000, 000 
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Senator Bisie. I think he was probably thinking of Dana X. Bible 
of Texas. 

Mr. Duranp. I was,sir. Nevada, $827,000. 

Senator Payne. Pardon me, Mr. Durand, when you read off that 
figure of $48 million, in what year was that ! 

“Mr. Duranp. $45 million, fiscal 1947. That was the first year of 
the Federal act. 

Senator Payne. I thought you said 1957. 

Senator Monronry. Let the record show that that was the year we 
did not appropriate the $100 million as provided in the authorization 
because the cities had not had time to plan their airports. Then that 
became later the maximum amount, and it has been running between 
$20, $15, and zero in the past few years, without any way 
municipalities can plan ahead for any airport construction. 

Mr. Duranp. Senator, there is one more very brief set of figures 
that I might read into the record, if the committee wishes to have 
them. 

They are our projections for traffic increases for the next 10 years, 
which I think bear on this subject. 


] 
nese 


So far as passenger-miles are concerned, we expect an 
tween 1954 and 1965 of 71.16 percent. 

With regard to passengers for the same period, we expect an in 
crease of 155.4 percent; and with respect to aircraft movements—that 
is landings and takeoffs—we expect an increase of 103.7 percent. 

So if the airport plant is being strained close to capacity now, it 
will be far overtaxed by 1965. 

Senator Payne. You are speaking for just all commercial lines? 

Mr. Duranp. Yes, sir; the scheduled airlines. 

Senator Payne. So it would not include any increase that may take 
place on private or private business planes 

Mr. Duranp. No, sir; it would not take care of business aircraft, 
so-called private flights, or the military. : 

Senator Monronry. Do you have any information as to the in- 
adequacy of the present runways in many of these airports? For in- 
stance, you land at some of these fields, and you do not know whether 
you are going to wipe out the front wheel or not, they are wavy, and 
they have deteriorated apparently from hard use, excessive landing, 
and obsolete planning and construction and engineering for today’s 
type of engineering. 

Mr. Duranp. No, sir; T do not have that information; but as the 
Senator knows, the weight of aircraft is going up all the time. 

As the loadings are becoming heavier and heavi ier, the runways that 
were adequate for the DC-3 and the DC-4 are not going to be adequate 
for the DC-—7’s and Superconstellation and Boeing Jet. 

Senator Monroney. You do not have figures on that? I mean the 
air-transport industry has not made a survey of that on their own? 

Mr. Duranp. No. 

Senator Monroney. It has been testified too that it would absorb a 
vast amount of this appropriation we are talking about even bringing 
the present existing runways up to date and keeping further deteriora- 
tion from occurring, but you are not familiar with that? 

Mr. Duranp. No, sir; if the record will remain open for a while, I 
can ask our operations department to get up some information on that. 


increase 
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Senator Monronry. If there has been any study made by the air- 
lines, we would like to have it. 

Mr. Duranp. I will check; and if there is, I will send a copy of 
that to the clerk. 

Senator Monroney. Incidentally, on all these landings and takeoffs, 
you pay a certain amount of service charge to the airport; do you not? 

Mr. Duranp. Yes, sir; we pay landing fees; we pay rent for the use 
of the terminal building; and we pay hangar fees for the hangar use. 

Senator Monroney. Thank you. Are there any further questions, 
Senator Bible? 

Senator Brertr. I have no further questions. 

Senator Monroney. Thank you very much, Mr. Durand. If you 
can find any figures that have been taken from your operations de- 
partment on the adequacy of the national airports, we would like to 
have that. 

Mr. Duranp. I will do that, si 

Senator Monronry. And will you please include information as to 
overcrowding at our airports, as to the insufficiency of the runways in 
leneth, thickness, and all that. 

Mr. Duranp. Yes. Thank you, sir. 

Senator Monroney. Has Mr. Fred Alley arrived ? 

(There was no response. ) 

Mr. A. B. McMullen, executive secretary of the National Associa 
tion of State Aviation Officials, would you please come forward. I 
do not know whether we have any questions. 

You may have heard some more of this testimony about which you 
would like to comment. We would like to hear you briefly again. 


STATEMENT OF A. B. McMULLEN, EXECUTIVE SECRETARY, 
NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF STATE AVIATION OFFICIALS— 
Continued 


Mr. McMutren. I have listened to the testimony very carefully sir; 
but I have no particular comments to make. I hope, however, we 
clarified the question yesterday about the annual recapture of State 
apportioned funds. 

{s I interpret the bill, S. 1855, as written, it provides for the ap- 
propriation being made available until expended at the Federal level. 

But that does not take care of the general program at the State 
level. As I pointed out yesterday appropriations have become avail- 
able in most years an average of two and a half months after the be- 
ginning of the fiscal year and sometimes as long as 5 months later, 
which only leaves 7 months to complete the grant agreement and to 
obligate the funds and, therefore, for the States to carry out an efficient 
and economical program with the Federal funds being available for 
only that length of time. 

It is for that reason that we strongly recommend that the State al- 
located funds be available for 2 or 3 years at least. 

Senator Monroney. In other words, the recapture into the discre- 
tionary fund is what you fear ? 

Mr. McMvtxen. Not necessarily the recapture. Under your bill, 
S. 1855, it provides for when the funds are recaptured that the 25 
percent shall be put into the discretionary fund. 
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I do not think that is good, but we would not seriously object if the 
funds were available for a period of 3 years similar to the highway 
funds and then if they are recaptured and if the States have not ob- 
ligated them, the State should not complain and should not object to 
25 percent being placed in the discretionary funds. 

Senator Monroney. One thing is that we are so terribly short of 
money and that any funds that are not claimed or — after a year 
that means delaying construction for another year or two or perhaps 
forever, unless it goes back into the reapportionme a 

Mr. McMutien. We understand that problem, but Mr. Murray in 
his testimony last year before this committee on various bills, continu- 
ously pointed out the rather large sums of money that had remained 
unexpended in the early days of the program in the States like Wyo- 
ming, for instance, where they accumulated a sum of money of almost 
a million dollars before it was recaptured. 

It just happened in that State that it was a little slower in obligating 
the funds probably, because of its sparse population, and now Wyo- 
ming could use much more funds than they are getting. To use 
Wyoming as an example, they only have two or three relatively large 
cities. 

Cheyenne—I do not know what it would be, probably 35,000 or 
40 000 people. It would take them two or three years to raise sufficient 
runds to build a terminal building or one runway, and assuming that 
the Federal funds of an equal amount would be available, therefore, 
Wyoming’s share of both Federal and local funds would have to be 
accumulated in order to complete a given size runway, which, as I 
pointed out yesterday, has to be as long in a small community as it 
does in a large city to accommodate the jet aircraft. 

Senator Monroney. So you think 3 years would be required before 
that should revert to a discretionary fund ? 

Mr. McMutten. In most cases; yes, sir. 

Senator Monroney. Did you have any questions, Senator Bible? 

Senator Bree. I think I have no specific questions. ; 

Senator Monroney. Did you testify before or after the Under Sec- 
retary of Commerce ? 

Mr. McMutten. Before. 

Senator Monroney. You heard his testimony about how this would 
jeopardize any stability in the airport building program and lead to 
uncertainty in the budget ? 

Mr. McMutren. I could not disagree more heartily with any state- 
ment I have ever heard than I did with that one. It could not be : any 
more unstable than it has been, and, I think this would substantially 
increase the stability. 

It is something that the National Association of State Aviation 
Officials has recommended strongly for a number of years. 

Senator Monroney. In other words, you think, while you make 
some suggestions and amendment to the bill, the general idea of au- 
thorization is the best and fairest and most effective way to implement 
the Federal aid for construction of airports by municipalities? 

Mr. McMuttten. I think so. 

Senator Monroney. Perhaps the only way ? 

Mr. McMvtien. We could not think of a better one. 


63646—_55————_-7 
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Senator Monroney. Annual appropriations would be used, but it 
would be inclined to be not as useful ? 

Mr. Mc MULLEN. The program would be more costly, and it would 
not be as efficient nor as effective on an annual basis. 

Senator Monronry. Senator Payne, do you have any questions? 

Senator Payne. No; I am interested in what Mr. McMullen says, 
because I think vou will agree that we are considering now a bill for 
aid in airport construction, and by the time Congress takes action, 
many of the legislatures of the country are out of session, are they 


not ¢ 
Mr. McMvtten. Yes, sir 
Senator Payne. So unless they come back in a special session or 


unless they have been so minded that they ‘ewe made moneys avail- 

able for this purpose, the only chance that they have got to come under 

the provisions of an act that might go through now would be possibly 
nant year and in many cases they meet every 2 years, so that it would 
be another year beyond that; and by that time, if any State desired to 
go into that type of a program, the opportunity would be lost during 
that entire period; is that not correct ¢ 

Mr. McMutten. That is right. As a matter of fact, one of your 
neighbor States has an appropriation of over a million dollars, 
which appropriation has been held in abeyance, hoping that the Fed- 
eral Government will make known the amounts of money which will 
be available during the next biennium, because they meet only every 
2 years, in order that they can make an intelligent appropriation for 
their airport program. 

Senator Payne. Many of these States have provisions in their laws 
under which the communities also come in on a participating basis, 
do they not ? 

fr. McMutuien. The States you mean ? 
Senator Payne. In what portion would communities come in on a 
participating basis, again communities or counties, whichever may be 
the one ¢ 

In many instances they have already made the tax commitments fon 
the year by the time this thing happens, so again they are up against 
it, they cannot plan; and unless you get into a provision such as this 
wees contains, it simply throws the whole thing out of gear. 

.McMttren. To ans wer your question, directed to Mr. Durand, 


as to how many States make finane F al appropriations to airports, I 
stated yesterday approximately 27 States—the reason I hesitated to 
state that several State legislatures are still in session—Iowa and 


South ‘Dakota are two States that have made small appropriations 
for airport construction this year that have not done so in the past. 

So the number is increasing, and, of course, the amounts vary from 
a few thousand up to a million dollars. 

Senator Payne. Would you be able to prepare for the committee 
an outline of how many States, with their aeronautics commissions, 
provide financial aid at the State level ? 

Mr. McMutien. Yes, sir. 

Senator Psynr. And also would you provide \ us with how many 
States there are that have aeronautics commissions at the present time 
and the number which also provide for a tax on aviation gasoline used 
for or being retained for the use of the commission ? 
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McMutuen. That again is in a fiuid state right now due to the 
fact that the legislatures are 1h session. I can give you some sta 
tistics 

Senator Payne. The last year that it was known how Inany Otate 
and how m: ny may be conside c ing it this year. 

Mr. McMuvutien. Yes, sir. You refer to States that make available 
airport funds or operate commissions from taxes? I] neubal like to 
point out that most of the funds are from general appropriations, ] 
believe, rather than from direct tax sources. 


APPENDIX 38 


Ntate funds available for ai port deve lopme nt, 1980-55 * 


Alaska $780, 977 1. 187. 976 1. 463. 880 
Connecticut $1, 033, 165 }, 781, 722 4, 781, 722 1,3 4 
Ilinoi $35,000 | $1,445,000 | $1,863,000 | 19, 458,500 | 8, 742,500 | 31,544,000 | 13 
Kentucky * 589, 000 ( ) 
Maine 350, OOO 93, 21¢ 38 293 981. 509 8 4] 
Marylan 05 OO) 5 aan 
Massachusett ; 33 18. OOO. OO 7. 7 

Michigan A ( 1. 618. 000 1. 385. 700 8 ANS 

Minnesota 5, 12 ) 1 i 2 S00. 0 7. 475. 000 1 QR TOR 
Missouri 344, 660 9, 50 554, 160 15, 2 
Montan | mi ( ) 
Nebraska 2, 0 192, 000 1000 142.000 | 1.205 ) ‘5 


634, OOO 4 





flight strips private 


Senator Monroney. Do you have any further questions? 

Senator Bisie. No. 

Senator Scuoerret. No. 

Senator Paynr. No. 

Senator Monroney. Thank you very much for remaining, Mr. Mc- 
Mullen, and we appreciate having the benefit of your testimony. 

The hearing will stand in recess. The record will be ke pt open for 
further statements, the resolutions, and endorsements of the bill and 
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communications in opposition to the bill 


printed record. 
The committee W il] stand In recess. 


AIRPORT A¢ 


vill be 


Senator Bistx. How long will that be kept open ? 


Senator Monroney. Two weeks. 


Senator Brstr. The reason I asked the question 


tiie luded 


T 


! 
the 


is that I know of 


some airports which are interested in furnishing some information 


which points up their problem. 


Senator Monroney. Fine, we will be glad to have it, Senator Bible. 


We are in recess. 


(Thereupon, at 12:20 p. m., the committee was recessed subject to 


the call of the Chair.) 





APPENDIX 


STATEMENT OF FRED ALLEY, CHARLESTON, W. VA., REPRESENT- 
ING THE AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF AIRPORT EXECUTIVES 


Senator Monroney, and members of the committee. I am Fred 
Alley, manager of Kanawha Airport, at Charleston, W. Va. I appear 
here today representing the American Association of Airport Execu- 
tives, whose membership includes managers from airports located 
throughout the entire United States. 

I have been directed by the American Association of Airport Execu- 
tives to express our endorsement of the Bill introduced by Senator 
Monroney to amend the Federal Airport Act of 1946, as set forth in 
Senate bill No. 1855. 

Frankly, gentlemen, Senate bill 1855 is an intelligent piece of legis- 
lation and it is our hope that this committee, upon completion of these 
hearings, will unanimously recommend its passage. 

We feel the one outst: anding feature of Senator Monroney’s proposal 
is that, by authorizing the obligation of a fixed amount ($63 million 
per year) for a period of 4 years, some continuity and stability would 
be given to the Federal airport program. This, gentlemen, would 
eliminate much of the doubt and uncertainty that now prevails, mak- 
ing it possible for communities to plan intelligently local airport 
development, what matching funds they may expect, and help develop 
an orderly program to meet the Nation’s airport needs. 

A joint study of airport fund requirements conducted by the Ameri- 
can Association of Airport Executives, the Airport Operators Council, 
and the National Association of State Aviation Officials, and compiled 


as recently as May 13, 1955, shows total funds required for the 4& 


States and Territories of $468,353,467, with local funds available of 
$173.133,309. 

Our association is not here as a beggar asking for Federal money 
We are here as partners of the Federal Government. Our cities have 
been spending municipal money, and now want the Federal Govern- 
ment to do its part in our joint undertaking of providing our country 
with an adequate system of public airports, not only available for our 
peacetime economy, but, more important, available if need be for our 
national defense. 

We have in the United States 17,118 incorporated places, populated 
by 96,062,627 persons, a large percentage of which are industrial. 
agricultural, and commercial centers playing an important part in our 
national ec onomy. It should be possible to reach these places at air 
age speeds in any emergency, as well as under modern business condi 
tions. We could face a situ: ition where the products of our farms and 
factories were needed quickly at unexpected locations, to feed or equip 
dispersed multitudes forced from some of our cities by atomic attack 
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Wi coul | need an Spee d service in relo ‘atl othe salvaged machinery 
of bombed-out factori We have talked with pride about our national 
economy and work force being the first line of defense, and yet with 
only 150 airport n this Nation capable of accommodating our best 
load-carrying transport aircraft, we are not prepared to strengthen 
und sustain our economy. We need action now to broaden the airport 
ase of air tran portation that cannot be slowed down by congestion 
such as ground transportation is subject to. 

Pha Civil Aeronautics Admin istration re le ase ve a survey early this 
vear with an estimate that 8.5 million hours were flown in 1953 by 

ircraft in general nonearrier aviation. That figure is nearly 75 per- 
cent of the total civil flving hours for that vear. 

About 42 percent of that flying was in the category of business 


flying which had tripled since 1946. The business aircraft logged 


about 3.6 million hours of flying in 1953, said to be nearly 500,000 
hours more than flown by the scheduled domestic and international 
airlines. The other 33 percent in this category was flown by the 
personal plane owner, flight schools for pilot training, and agric vul- 
tural work. ‘This, too, is an important factor in the economy. This 
category of aviation has grown tremendously since the survey and 
vill continue to do so and must be provided for by an expanded air- 
port program. The Federal Government civilian agencies are fully 
aware of this value of the passenger and cargo capacity of the sched- 
uled airlines and its tremendous contribution to the national economy 
and the defense of the country. 

The scheduled airlines have formed a Civil Reserve Air Fleet 
consisting of 290 of their 4-engine aircraft, capable of nonstop over- 
ocean flights. ‘Those planes represents one-half of the airlines’ four- 
engined fleet, have undergone modification to make them adaptable 
for military use. The combined annual airlift of this fleet is 2.1 
billion ton-miles 

The Civil Reserve Air Fleet represents some $400 million worth of 
urcraft. In addition to vavebs ‘ivil Reserve Air Fleet the scheduled 
airlines’ remaining fleet of approximately 974 airplanes would play 
a role in an emergency, not to mention trained crews and supplies. 
This is an important contribution. 

The 14 scheduled local service lines are also an important part of 
the defense and civilian use. Defense installations have a constant 
requirement for reliable airline service. Due to decentralization, 
more and more defense plants are located away from major popula- 
tion centers and must rely upon the local service airlines for fast 
transportation and adds to the convenience and economy of the smaller 
communities. 

I invite your attention to a compilation of aircraft operations at 
CAA-operated airport towers, which I will leave with you. This 
tabulation shows that our air carriers (scheduled and nonscheduled) 
in 1954 accounted for only 30.8 percent of flight operations. Private 
aircraft operations were the largest users of these airports. 
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lircraft operations at CAA-operated airport towers, 1946-54 
} 

Phe above fioures are used to show that airport Operators ale 
tional-a rport system planners cai no longel { nk only ntern OT an 
airport to serve airlines only. in some of our cities this will me { ul 
there is a need for Federal] cooperat ion on the developn ent « 9 
ary alrports to serve a growling Interstate alr Commerce as V il 


civil flying. 

The cooperative development of econdary trie 
ports will tend to lessen the air traflic pressure at many of our lar; 
airport that are on the list of 164 being aided with Keck ral fune [ 


small, or ne 


vear,. During fiscal] LO54 the ( AA reported air trath Che L\ at over 
70 airports that are served by CAA towers. These were delay 


riving aircraft averaging from 10 to 40 minutes, no record being kept 
of delays of less than LO minutes. Where cle lays are due to a low 
rate of necceptance or congestion on an airport's runways, tax \ 

loading aprons, or in the terminal's trafic proce y countel f re 


losin yr the advantages of airspeed transportation. The above point 


up the need for a vastly expanded nationwide airport development 


re . ] : 4 ‘ 
program. ‘There is no reason to talk about new and faster aircraft if 
il roing to waste the tin » ra ned het wee} cities trvil Oo to vet in 


or out of inefficient and overcrowded airports. 
Gentleman, I want to thank you for your attention, and again urge 


your support for this vital legislation. 


ATRPC Ss ( 
\N ASSOCIATI OF AI EXECUTI 
AIRP¢ I ATO ( ( 
4 AL ASSOCI rATE A ION OFFICIAI 
LEE TERMINAL STANDIFORD FIELD 


Lou sville, Ky.. Vau 1}, 195 
To the Congress of the United States: 
The enclosed is a factual summary of the funds required for airport develop- 
ment and available at the local level, and is submitted at the request of t 


organizations. 

These figures were obtained by a voluntary committee of the above organiza 
tions through questionnaires to the individual member communities 

The 598 replies received indicate that $468,353,467 is needed for airport de 
velopment, and only $173,133,309 is available for this purpose. 

The figures speak for themselves. If the Nation is to have an adequate system 
of airports it becomes apparent that there must be an adequate Federal appro- 
priation for grants-in-aid for airports. 

For your information a breakdown of the figures by communities in your 
State is attached to the complete summary. 

Respectfully, 
HENRY P. JULLIARD, 
Secretary-Treasurer 
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{AAB, AOC, NASAO airport fund requirement survey 
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re juired 
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Joint AAAE, AOC, NASAO airport fund requirement survey—Continued 


GEORGIA 


Funds required 


Total fund | Local funds 
| required available 


¥ Construction 
Location 


Land 

















Terminals 


Landing 











area 
avannah $300, 000 $390, 000 $690, 000 $345, 000 
Atlant 6, 084, 000 232, 000 
Albany 100, 000 100, 000 
Athens 12, 000 12, 000 
Brunswick 105, 000 
Cordele. 17, 000 
Griffin 29, 540 2¥, 540 . 
Macon 300, 000 300, 000 150, 000 
4 mericus 34, 194 34, 194 |_. 
Total. 600, 000 565, 734 7, 371, 734 727, 000 
IDAHO 
Idaho Falls $610, 200 $610, 200 $305, 10 
Lewiston. 18, 650 18, 650 5 
Burley 73, 340 73, 340 
Sandpoint 21, 880 21, 880 10, 940 
Total 724, 070 724, 070 362, 035 
ILLINOIS 
Aurora $90, 000 000 $52, 000 
Cairo 75, 000 , 000 44, 000 
Springfield $100, 000 50, 000 000 132, 000 
East Alton 120, 000 $30, 000 000 88, 000 
Mattoon 25,000 100, 000 000 84, 500 
Galesburg 200, 000 37,000 000 139, 500 
Peoria 260, 000 405, 000 000 415,000 
Rockford 310, 000 422, 000 000 516, 000 
Kankakee 200, 000 40, 000 , 000 142, 000 
Chicago (Meigs) 126, 000 000 120, 000 
Carbondale 50, 000 37,000 000 66, 000 
Chicago (O’ Hare) 330, 000 3, 000 1, 665, 000 
Moline 160, 000 000 97,000 
(juincy 120, 000 000 70, 500 
Danville 40, 000 72, 000 000 85,000 
Marion 115,000 000 70, 000 
Total_. 785, 000 622, 000 107,000 | 6, 000 3, 786, 500 
INDIANA 
South Bend £30. 000 $90, 000 $45, 000 
Fort Wavne 100, 000 100, 000 50, 000 
Bloomington. $100, 000 50, 000 150, 000 100, 000 
Terre Haute 16, 000 16, 000 8, 000 
Marior 250, 000 143, 000 $122, 000 515, 000 130, 000 
Andersor 200, 000 170, 000 200, 000 570, 000 56, 000 
Michig City 150, 000 180, 000 20, 000 350, 000 100, 000 
Colt 100, 000 26, 000 126, 000 13, 000 
Indianapolis 750, 000 1, 750, 000 1, 000, 000 
Porter County 100, 000 10, 000 210, 000 12, 000 
Warsaw 100, 000 200, 000 20, 000 320, 000 2, 300 
Gary 200, 000 430, 000 730, 000 100, 000 
Noblesvillk 55.000 40, 000 95, 000 
LaGrange 63, 000 42, 000 105, 000 
Peru 104, 000 38, 000 142, 000 
Logansport 107, 000 38, 000 145, 000 
Newcastle 110, 000 20, 000 130, 000 
Wabash 70, 000 20, 000 90, 000 
Greencastle 40, 000 18, 000 58, 000 
Madison 110, 000 50, 000 160, 000 
Total 1, 100, 000 , 050, 000 638, 000 5, 852, 000 1, 616, 300 
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BE, AOC, NASAO airport fund requirement survey—Continued 


IOWA 
= a 
Funds required 
Construction Total fund 
Locatior | : 
required 
Land 
% - Landing 
irea 
Mason City * $40, OOF $40. 000 
Davenport 100, OOO 284, 000 $75, 000 $54. OOO 
Total 100, 000 324, 000 | 75, 000 499. 000 
KANSAS 

Colby $88, 300 $28. 300 
Hays 60, 000 $25, 000 85, 000 
Pittsburg. = 30, 000 30, 000 
Russell 20, 000 20, 000 
Salina $100, 000 82, 000 20, 000 22. OO0 
Dodge City 40, 000 10, OOO 
Goodland = 10, 000 10, 000 20, 000 
aa 30, 000 10, 000 40, 000 
Tola..-.-. 20, 000 20. 000 
Parsons i 20, 000 40, 000 60, 000 
Coffeyville : 50, 000 50, 000 
Kansas City 70, 000 70, 000 
Lawrence._.... ‘ 200, 000 200, 000 
IID 5 inincodinagnahctachereedalovre ee eal 20, 000 10, 000 30, 000 
Chanute SupbiuddemaGeandhadan’ 20, 000 40, 000 60, 000 
Topeka “ 20, 000 20, 000 
Total * 170, 000 900, 300 65, 000 1. 035. 300 

KENTUCKY 
Covington_..-- $350, 000 | $1, 240, 000 $300, 000 | $1, 890, 000 
Ashland 25, 000 3, 600 28, 600 
Bowling Green_. 8&8, 500 88, 500 
Frankfort a é 250, 000 180, 600 185, 200 615, 800 
Georgetown. -.-- 32, 000 15, 850 47, 850 
Harlan 80, 000 25, 000 105. 000 
Hazard 21, 200 21, 200 
Hopkinsville 93, 637 23, 363 117, 000 
Kentucky Dam. 39, 000 19. 050 58, O50 
Kentucky Lake 5, 700 5, 700 
Lexington 150, 000 150, 000 
Paducah | 50, 000 50, 000 
Somerset 96, 000 96, 000 
Stanton 105, 700 6, 200 111, 900 
Albany 11, 000 11. 000 
Madisonville 100, 000 40, 000 140. 000 
London 80, 000 80, O00 
Middlesboro..-.. 40, 000 40, 000 
Louisville 200, 000 250, 000 400, 000 850. 000 
GE sh attinictiensnaededabbue | 840, 000 2, 560, 437 1, 106, 163 4, 506, 600 

| 

LOUISIANA 
Bogalusa. _. $200, 000 $200, OOK 
Lake Charles_. 3 510. 300 
Lafayette_......... — $150, 000 370. OOO 
New Orleans.....--.-.. olds 7. 200. 000 
Shreveport. -.....-.-.-- =, : 12, 000 12. 000 
DO is ciihncnacdkseimnsnannnatick al 162, 000 200, 000 |... 1i, 301, 300 
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1AAE, AOC, NASAO airport fund requirement survey—Continued 


Cape Girardeau 


Jefferson City 


lA wistown 


Hemingford 


Scottsbluff 


North Platt 





MISSISSIPPI 


Funds required 


Construction Total fund , Loeal fund 
required ivailabk 
| Land 
Terminals Landing 
area 
$250, 000 $300, OOF 
$132, 618 132, 618 
500, 000 500, 000 
136, 000 
70, 000 
250, 000 . 250, 000 
99, 770 
882, 618 |.. 1, 438, 388 300, 000 
MISSOURI 
$676, 200 | $676, 200 $338, 100 
$11, 000, 000 5, 500,000 | $2, 400,000 | 18, 900,000 10, 500, 000 
55,000 | 20, 000 75, 000 50, 000 
80, 000 | 35, 000 115, 000 
15, 000 35, 000 50, 000 8, 000 
10, 000 10, 000 20, 000 10, 000 
30, 000 30, 000 13, 000 
35,000 |_ 35,000 |__ 
4, 000 6, 000 10,000 3, 000 


‘ 50, 000 50, 000 


11,015,000 | 6,475,200 | 2,471,000 | 19,961,200 | 10,922, 100 


MONTANA 


$534, 780 —s $534, 780 $267, 390 
174, 820 174, 820 87, 410 
95, 520 95, 520 47, 760 
19, 400 19, 400 9, 700 
87, 780 87, 780 43, 890 
912, 300 912, 300 456, 150 


NEBRASKA 





$10, 000 $90, 000 $100, 000 $50, 000 

50), OOO 50, 000 25, 000 

cuenimte 38, 600 $212, 000 250, 000 125, 000 

10. 000 10, 000 ioe 50, 000 25, 000 

60, 000 60, 000 30, 000 

4,000 18, 000 8, 000 30, 000 15, 000 

; OOO 13. 000 32, 000 48, 000 24, 000 

2, 000 18, 000 ‘5 20, 000 10, 000 

10. 000 ME i io tees 40, 000 20, 000 

8, 000 4,000 5 12, 000 6, 000 

2, 000 2, 000 10, 000 14, 000 7, 000 

35, 000 5, 000 40, 000 20, 000 

79, 000 350, 000 267, 000 714, 000 357, 000 
NEVADA 

| | 

$1, 603, 558 |_- : $1, 603, 558 $801, 775 

175, 000 175, 000 87, 500 

64, 536 64, 536 32, 268 


20, 000 | 20, 000 10, 000 


1, 863, 094 | 





1, 863, 094 931, 547 
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NEW HAMPSHIRE 


Funds required 





Lotation Construction Total fund | Local fund 
required aVailat 
Land 
rerminals | Lending 
area 
Berlin $40, 000 $40, 000 $10, OOK 
Claremont 180, 000 180. 000 
Concord 27, 000 27, OOO 
Keene (Dillant-Hopkin $20, 000 95, 000 $3, 000 118, 000 
Laconia 20, OOO 22, 600 7, OOO 19. GOO 4. OM 
Lebanon 20, 000 109, 400 600 130. 000 ‘ 
Manchester (Grenier Field 41, 000 41. 000 
Nashua (Boire Field 30, 000 30, 000 
Newport (Parlin Field 14. 000 14. 000 
Total 60, 000 559, 000 10. 600 629. 600 44 (KK 
4 Unknown 
NEW JERSEY 
Newark $180,000 | $6, 193, 000 $6, 373, 000 $3. 186, 50K 
Teterboro 1, 575, 000 1, 575, OOO 787 
Mercer County (Trenton 220), 165 $220, 165 440, 330 220, It 
Potal 180, 000 7, 988, 165 290. 165 8 388 330 4,191, 16 
| 
} NEW MEXICO 
Farmington $137, 764 $137, 764 £68, RRQ 
Clovis 513, 292 6. 646 
Santa Fe $211, 988 211, 988 911, ORR 
Lea County (ilobbs 84, 794 ae 42,397 
Lea County 48, 874 $48, 874 07,748 
Total 296, 782 911, 918 48,874 1, 257, 574 28, 78 
NEW YORK 
Elmira $300, 000 $793, 000 $140,000 | $1, 233. 000 $100, 000 
Rochester 266, 300 98, 000 453, 807 818, 107 23. 460 
Binghamton 30, 000 50, 000 80, 000 10. OOO 
Platisburg 15, 000 160, 000 175. 000 
East Hampton 3, 000 27, 000 30. 000 7, 000 
Bohemia ; 200, 000 |... 200, 000 100. 000 
Massena 250, 000 250, 000 12, 500 
Niagara 1, 000, 000 300, 000 1, 300, 000 
Ogdensburg 250, 000 230, 000 20, 000 500, 000 124. 000 
Oneida_-. 4, 700 2, 200 8, 000 14. 900 7, 450 
Albany 1, 500, 000 170, 000 1, 670, 000 
Sidney. 2, 000 2, 000 1. 000 
| LaGuardia 4, 500,000 | 11, 092, 000 17, 592, 000 & 796. 000 
Idlewild 34, 764, 000 14, 887, 000 49, 651, 000 24. 825. 500 
Total 44, 803, 000 | 28, 041, 200 671,807 | 73, 516, 007 34, 536, 910 
NORTH CAROLINA 
Hickory $150, 000 $150, 000 $75, 000 
Winston-Salem 77, 000 $93, 332 170, 332 45, 166 
Raleigh-Durham 250, 000 750, 000 1, 000, 000 0, 000 
Ashville 2, 996, 000 500. 000 
Greensboro... 3 270, 000 100. 000 
Lumberton 16, 524 16, 524 
Rocky Mount 960, 000 80, 000 
Salisbury 50, 000 292, 000 $9, 000 292, 000 146. 000 
Shelby 485, 800 
Total 527, 000 1, 151, 856 9, 000 7. 350. 656 1. 036, 166 
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s 
$50. 000 
10, 600 
$50, 000 
50, 000 
25, OOF 
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OHIO 
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Locatior 


Chattanooga 
Memphis 
Nashville 
Lebanon 
Murfreesboro 
Union City 
Morristown. 
Lawrenceburg 
Clarksville 
Crossville 
Greenville 
Shelbyville 
Sevierville 
Cookeville 
Jackson 
Tri-City 
Dickson 


Total 


l'yler 
Longview 
San Antonio 
Beaumont 
Dallas 
Amarillo 
Austin 
Beeville 
Torger 
ollege Station 
enison 

1 Paso 
Fort Worth 
Hereford 
Houston 
San Angelo 
Kenvillk 
Lufkin 
McAllen 
Plainview 
Rockport 
Sweetwater 
Victoria 
Midland 


re 
TD 
E 


Total 


Blanding 
Price 
Escalante 
Green River 
Laketown 
Manila 
Milford 
Monticello 
Moab 
Panguitch 
Loa (Wayne County 
Brigham City 
Provo 
Ogden 
Salt Lake City 
Do 


Total 
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TENNESSEE 


Funds required 


Construction 


Terminals 


$75, 
2, 000, 
$1, 500, 000 1, 500, 


1, 500, 000 3, 575, 


TEXAS 





AIRPORT 


O00 
000 
000 


000 


246 


1. 726 


$500, OUK 3, 000 
709, 
7, 500, 000 3, 000, 


183 


77, 800 


3, 702, 000 2, 982, 
250. 000 


9, 373,000 | 10, 294, 
UTAH 


$13, 
100, 






526, 
$3, 000, 000 


3, 000, 000 931, 


000 
386 
000 


000 


, 000 


050 


2, 000 
5, ORB 


5, 000 
, 586 
, 000 


780 


600 
O00 


, 400 
, 570 


, 000 


000 


, 000 


000 
000 


, 000 
, 000 
, 000 


000 
000 
828 


398 


VASAO airport fund requirement survey 


Land 


$10, 000 
500, 000 
375, 000 


885, 000 


$900, 000 
368, 950 
2, 000, 000 


150, 000 


250, 000 | 





$4, 000 


3, 000 
4,000 
2, 000 


5, 000 


18, 000 


ACT 


Continued 


Total fund Localfunds 
required available 


$85, 000 
2, 500, 000 
3, 000, 000 


$100, 000 
1, 250, 000 
250, 000 


87, 400 21, 800 
111,000 28, 000 
15, 000 3, 700 
180, 193 

80, 000 20, 000 
83, 000 21, 000 
78, 500 19, 000 
131, 000 33, 000 
180, 500 

86, 000 21, 000 
100, 500 25, 100 
114, 000 28, 500 


1, 071, 500 
145, 000 


25, 000 
33, 000 


8, 048, 593 104, 100 


to 


$73, 246 $36, 600 


24. 726 12, 363 
4, 000, 000 
1, 078, 336 995, 000 
12, 500, 000 9, 000, 000 
172, 500 150, 000 
1, 150, 000 350, 000 
183, 000 
58, S88 
77, 800 |. 
128, 500 aes 
“ 250, 000 
450, 000 
45, 000 


~~" 300, 000 


11, 888, 963 





$17, 600 


$6, 600 


100, 000 37, 500 
14, 400 5, 400 
12, 570 4, 233 
12, 000 4, 500 
12, 000 4, 500 
25, 000 9, 375 
23, 000 8, 625 
80, 000 30, 000 
19, 000 7,125 
40, 000 15, 000 

7, 000 2, 625 
25, 000 9, 375 


35, 000 13, 125 
f,, R28 128, 414 


1, 125, 000 





3, 000, 000 


3, 949, 398 1, 411, 397 
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Joint AAEC, AOC, NASAO airport fund requirement survey—Continued 


VERMONT 


Funds required 


Construction Total fund | I 
Locatio . nirad } 
equ 1 ‘ i 
Land 
rerminals Landing 
rea 

Rutland $80, 000 $150, 000 $50, 000 $980. O00 None 
Barre-Montpelier 75, 000 150, 000 25. 000 250. 000 None 
Newport 80, OOO 80, 000 ( 
Springfield 50, 000 60, 000 110, 000 None 
Bennington 50, 000 150, 000 25, 000 225, 000 None 

Total 255, OOO 590, OOO 100, 000 945. 000 None 

VIRGINIA 

Richmond . i $1, 300, 000 $1, 300, 000 $150, 000 
Newport News m $50, 000 375, 000 $16, 000 441, 000 
Norfolk 21K). OOO 200, 000 100, 000 
Staunton 30, 000 $10, 000 60, 000 400, 000 200, 000 
Roanoke j ‘ : 300, 000 300, 000 150, 000 
Charlottesville 60, 000 s . 60, 000 10. 000 

Total née . 140, 000 2, 485, 000 76, 000 2, 701, 000 630. 000 

WASHINGTON 

Seattle $250, 000 $701, 500 $459, 500 | $1, 411,000 $650, 000 
Chehalis 21, 400 21, 400 10. 700 
Kittitas County 15, 200 15, 200 ; 600 
Ephrata 15, 600 15, 600 7 800 
Moses Lake 71, 332 71, 332 71, 332 214, 000 107, 000 
Olympia 17, 200 17, 200 8 600 
Pasco 5, 800 5, 800 2,900 
Prosser 37, 400 37, 400 18, 700 
King County (Boeing) 252, 800 252, 800 126, 400 
Walla Walla 17, 100 17, 100 34, 200 17, 100 
Yakima 287, 300 287, 300 574, 600 287, 300 

Total 338, 432 1, 442, 632 818, 132 2, 599, 200 1, 244, 100 

WEST VIRGINIA 

Bluefield $18, 000 $18, 000 $9, 000 
Beckley - - 170, 000 170, 000 &5, 000 
Huntington -- 180, 000 180, 000 a0. 000 
Charleston = 80, 000 80, 000 410, 000 
Bluefield 380, 000 380, 000 190, 000 
Spencer ‘ 16, 000 16, 000 &, OOO 
Wheeling 270, 000 270, 000 20, 000 
Welch.. 4,000 4, 000 2. 000 
Elkins ie $70, 000 $30, 000 100, 000 18, 500 
Morgantown... ; : 1, 080, 150 1, O$SO, 150 40,075 
Clarksburg i 4,724 4,724 2, 362 
Parkersburg 7 ; 35, 800 35, 800 17, 900 
White Sulphur. ‘ 40, 000 40, 000 20. 000 


Total a ahacoshitinio 70, 000 2, 273, 950 34, 724 2, 378, 674 1, 042, 837 
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Joint AAEC, AOC, NASAO airport fund requirement survey—Continued 
Isc ¢ I 
I 
1 Construction Total fund ‘Local funds 
‘ 
required ivailabl 
I 
I Lar 
rea 

A la $12 Wy) S95 OK $150, OOK $75. 000 
Fon du Lac ¢ inty 74. (KM 70, 000 244, 000 75, 000 

Wir eba Count 40) OK &O. OOO 120, 000 
68, 20K 1, 800 70, 000 22 OO 

St | t 28, O00 28, OOO 

Prair cS 6. 5OK 13, 500 30, OOO 
R r } I] On 25, 000 32. OOO 6. OOF 
() « 25. OO 4 HO 2 560 6, 280 

60. OOO 100. OOF 100. OO 260, 000 

rth ¢ int 1 OOO 25. O00 120, OOO 

A 40). 40, OU 

r Vitsag 10. 000 410, 000 

Ki lander Oneida 40, OOO 40, 000 SO, OOO 

Land O’ Laks 14, OOF 14, 000 

V i ( wy 10. OOO 
M \ ke 20. OOF 178, OOK 160. 000 G58, OOO 157, OO 
) O00 1, 362. 7 755, 860 2, 228, 560 679, 280 

Y OMIN(‘ 
Ct $ (i $45, 881 $83, 38 $8, OK 
{ SY0, OOO 90, OOO &, O00 
Ne 8, 772 38, 772 5, VOL 
K 5, 000 5, 000 1, 000 
P< ¥6, SOK 96, SOO 8, O00 
Lu 38. 000 38, 000 8 O00 
lorrington 28, 000 28, OOO 4, OOF 
Sheridan 8, 000 8, 000 1, 700 
Rawlin 20, OOK 20, 000 4.77: 
Wheatland 25. 000 25, 000 5, OO 
Worland 35, OOK 35, 000 8, 000 
Lincoln County 20, OO 20, 000 4, 775 
Total OOO 3438, 072 45. 881 187, 953 69. 250 
1 
rTERRITORIES 

Hawa $5, 801, 345 | $4,776, OO $100, 000 $10, 677, 345 $1, 986, 345 
Puce Rico O38, 20€ 3, 537, 240 4, 239, 318 15, 636, 421 3, 182, 200 
St. Croix ‘ 150, 000 150, 000 75, 000 
en EE, ersten : 240, 000 240, 000 120, 000 
lotal.... 2 239. 641 8, 703, 240 4,339, 318 | 26, 703, 766 15, 363, 345 


THE ASSOCIATED GENERAL CONTRACTORS OF AMERICA, ING., 
Washington, D. C., June 7, 1955. 
Hon. WARREN G. MAGNUSON, U.S. S., 
Chairman, Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee of the Senate, 
Capitol Building, Washington 25, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR MAGNUSON: Herewith we enclose two copies of the statement 
of Max C. Harrison in behalf of the Associated General Contractors of America 
relating to the Federal-aid airport bill, 8. 1855. It is requested that this state- 
ment be made a part of the record of the hearing on this bill. 

Kindly acknowledge receipt of this letter and statement and oblige. 

Very Sincerely, 
B. L. KNowtes, Engineer Advisor. 


STATEMENT OF MAx ©. HARRISON FOR THE ASSOCIATED GENERAL CONTRACTORS OF 
AMERICA RELATING TO FEDERAL-AID AIRPORT BILt1, 8S. 1855 


My name is Max C. Harrison. I am president of the Harrison Construction 
Co. of Pittsburgh, Pa., which engages in airport construction, highway work, and 
heavy construction. During the past few years I have served as cochairman of 
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the joint cooperative committee of the National Association of State Aviatiol 
Officials and the Associated General Contractors of America. I appear before 
you as a representative of the Associated General Contractors of America. 

Of the 6,400 contracting firms forming the membership of the AGC about half 
are building construction firms interested in the erection of terminal facilities 
and similar structures at airports. The remaining members of the AGC are 
firms engaged in paving work, excavation operations, drainage projects, and 
other types of construction which might be involved in constructing airports. 

For several years the AGC has cooperated closely with the National Associa- 
tion of State Aviation Officials and the Civil Aeronautics Administration on im 
provement of contract forms, specifications, and the construction procedures in 
volved in airport construction. The basic aim of this cooperation has been to 
obtain the best possible airport construction at minimum cost. 

The AGC has consistently taken the position that it is the function of the 
Congress to determine the amounts of Federal aid to be provided for civilian 
airport construction on the basis of recommendations made by appropriate Fed 
eral and State aviation officials and other government officials As the estab 
lished organization of State aviation officials, the NASAO is well qualified to 
make such recommendations. 

I wish to emphasize the fact that many members of the AGC rely heavily upon 
aviation, and thus upon airport facilities, in the conduct of their business oper- 
ations. Many of them maintain company aircraft, and others are substantial 
users of commercial aviation. Members of the AGC are aware of the growing 
importance of adequate air transport facilities and of the necessity for meeting 
the requirements of continued growth. 

Also, our members met the challenge in World War II when called upon to 
mobilize quickly to carry out the large defense construction program that in 
cluded many air bases and related facilities. This experience has proven of 
great value on the civilian airport construction program carried out in recent 
years. 


CONTINUING PROGRAM PROVIDES MAJOR BENEFITS 
As a representative of the construction industry, I stress very strong he 
fact that maximum economy in construction on any long-range program, whether 


or not it involves Federal funds, is best obtained by having a continuing pro 
gram. When the contracting industry knows that there will be a given amount 
of construction work during each of several years, rather than a large volume 
some years and none others, contractors are in a better position to submit eco 
nomical bids. Time any money are required to assemble crews and the large 
amounts of equipment needed for all types of construction, including airpoyt 
work, and better economy results when annual volumes are fairly uniform 

In addition, State and local government groups find it difficult to plan well 
when Federal aid to airports is decided on a year-to-year basis With this 
method of operation sponsoring agencies hesitate to purchase needed land and 
to arrange matching funds by passage of bond issue or other means. The spon 
soring agencies also find it difficult to maintain adequate staffs when there are 
so many uncertainties. 

It is because of the large benefits to be obtained by having a continuing pro 
gram on airport construction that we recommend passage of S. 1855. The air 
port program that could be carried out with $60,000,000 in Federal-aid for each 
of 3 fiscal years, plus matching funds, would be of sufficient magnitude to permit 
major benefits and economical construction. Our only recommendation regard- 
ing changes in S. 1855 would be that this committee consider possible revision 
of the bill to provide aid for a period of more than 8 years. 

The Congress is now considering a continuing highway program, and it would 
appear that a program of at least 5 years will be established. The same bene 
fits that follow on long-range planning for highway construction would result on 
the Federal-aid airport program. 


KEEN COMPETITION PREVAILS FOR CONSTRUCTION CONTRACTS 


Our association also wishes to inform the Congress of the extremely keen com 
petition that prevails for all types of construction contracts today. This assures 
highly competitive bidding for any airport program financed partly by Federal 
funds. 
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CONSTRUCTION INDUSTRY HAS AMPLE CAPACITY 


On behalf of the general contractors of the Nation, I can assure you that the 
construction industry has ample capacity to carry out an expanded airport con- 
struction program promptly, efficiently, and economically. Our industry has 
ample resources of manpower, materials, and equipment, under the supervisory 
skill of experienced and responsible contractors, to perform all the construction 
work foreseeable for the next few years with dispatch and with maximum 
efficiency. 

The point of high efficiency is one which I wish to emphasize. Constantly 
through industrywide cooperation by our association with the associations of 
aviation officials, equipment manufacturers and distributors, and others, we are 
working for improvements in design, specifications, administrative procedure, 
and equipment, and the development of more highly trained personnel. All this 
work leads to efficient operations. 

Today’s increasing competition compels each contractor to be constantly im- 
proving his efficiency if he is to remain in business. 


CONCLUSIONS 


In conclusion, I should like to say that, while it is not the function of the 
AGC to determine airport needs, general contractors are in a position to observe 
the requirements of air transport, and we believe that the amount of Federal 
aid for airport construction authorized by S. 1855 could be quickly matched by 
State and local airport agencies. We further believe that early construction of 
an adequate national system of airports would be of great importance to the 
national defense and the expanding economy of the country. 

In testimony before congressional committees last year and on several previous 
occasions, we urged that the Congress make Federal-aid airport authorizations 
for periods of at least 2 years, and preferably much longer, to encourage long- 
range planning of airport construction and to permit greater benefits from 
Federal-aid appropriations for airports. We again recommend this action and 
that it be accomplished by passage of S. 1855. 





UNITED STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTER ON APPROPRIATIONS, 
June 7, 1955, 
Senator WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
Chairman, Senate Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee, 
United States Capitol. 

Dear SENATOR MAGNUSON: I regret that I could not be present for the hear- 
ings on S. 1855. As I feel it will be a splendid contribution on the subject, I am 
taking the liberty of calling to the special attention of you and your committee 
the attached letter from Mr. C. A. Moore, director, Mississippi Aeronautics Com- 
mission, Jackson, Miss., in regard to S. 1855. 

I shall appreciate your making Mr. Moore’s letter a part of the minutes of 
your hearings, and urge that his recommendations have the full attention and 
study of you and your committee. 

With best regards, I am 

Sincerely yours, 
JoHN STENNIS, United States Senator. 


Mississippt AERONAUTICS COMMISSION, 
Jackson, Miss., May 16, 1955. 
Hon. JOHN C. STENNIS, 
United States Senator, 
Senate Office Building, Washinaton, D.C. 

DeAR SENATOR STENNIS: Thank you for your letter of May 2, with the enclosed 
copy of S. 1855. This bill is a step in the right direction; however, there are 
several important changes that I feel should be made. I have marked these 
changes on a copy of the bill and would like to give you my reasons. 

Page 2, section 3 (a), line 12, insert after “annually,” “in cooperation with 
the State Aeronautics Department of the several States.” All the States have 
an interest in the airport program and many of the States have funds to match 
Federal funds ; however, in the past the CAA has prepared or revised State air- 
port plan without coordinating with the State aeronautics department. The first 
that we have known many times is when the plan was released to the press, 
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giving the impression that the funds had been granted to the airports appearing 
in the plan. 

Page 2, section 3 (a), line 17, after “projects,” strike “considered by Secretary 
During the last Congress the CAA was unsuccessful to have adopted an amen 
ment to the Federal Airport Act that would limit Federal aid to airports of 
national interest. Under authority of the above quoted phrase, an administra 
tive direction was adopted that limited Federal aid to airports of national inter 
est A criteria of 30 based aircraft and/or 3,000 enplaned airline passengers 
was used as a yardstick to determine if the airport was of national interest 
This eliminated the small cities and towns from receiving Federal aid for their 

airports, and practically took Mississippi out of the airport program 

At the present time we have request for aid from Corinth, Philadelphia, 
Wavnesboro, Booneville, and Houston; none qualified under the CAA’s 30/5000 
criteria. 

In the case of Houston, although a small town, they have maintained and 
operated an airport for over 20 years (a sod field built by WPA) Now that 
they want to improve the facility to meet the demands of present-day business 
use of air travel, they have been told by CAA “you don’t meet our criteria.” 

Our communities in attempting to locate manufacturing concerns are feeling 
the impact of the use and growth being made of executive or business aviation 
Many of the concerns they are dealing with will not locate plants where they 
cannot make use of company-owned airplanes. We have had several cases 
where the fact that there were airport facilities has been the deciding factor 
in locating anindustry. This will be more important in the future 

All the member States of National Association of State Aviation Officials are 
almost unanimous in their opinion that Federal aid should not be limited to 
any specific class or category of airports. We also believe that the intent of 
Congress in the language of the act agree with our thinking. 

There are other amendments to the act that National Association of State 
Aviation Officials have recommended that are not included in S. 1855. The 
most important of these in my opinion are— 

(a) Simplification of administrative procedure. The CAA to put it mildly 
has “gone hog wild” with redtape and complications. I can assure you that any 
city that receives aid under the program works for it. 

An example of this is in the present program (which was announced last fall). 
To qualify for a tentative grant of funds the sponsor filed an application with 
the district airport engineer. After being checked, screened, and measured with 
the 30 airplanes/3,000 airlines passengers to be sure the project was eligible, 
it was then forwarded to the regional office where it was again given a going 
over; then referred to the regional planning staff. If the sponsor hadn’t given 
up at this point and all concerned in CAA were fully satisfied, the application 
was forwarded to Washington and the Washington office of CAA had more of 
the same. If the project application survived this it was then referred to the 
Under Secretary of Commerce for approval to issue a tentative grant. 

Now that the sponsor has the tentative grant, the project application must be 
approved and the grant agreement issued by the 30th of June or the funds will 
be withdrawn and reapportioned. This means that the sponsor must complete 
all engineering work and have plans approved before end of the fiscal year. 
(In the case of University of Mississippi, tentative grant made on November 17.) 

I am very much disgusted to find that after all we had to go through to secure 
tentative grants, that we now have to run the same “belt line” with the plans 
and project application to get a grant agreement. 

NASAO strongly recommends administration of the Federal-aid airport pro 
gram along the line of the Federal-aid highway program. 

(b) Establishment of minimum wage rates at the State rather than Federal 
level. 

This not only adds to the administrative procedure and redtape, but has 
resulted in greatly increased construction cost. It also tends to disrupt pre- 
vailing labor rates for other types of construction in the area. 

I must apologize to you for the length of this letter and my delay in answering 
you. This matter is of utmost importance to us and I wanted to give you as 
complete a picture as possible. 

Your interest in behalf of aviation is deeply appreciated. 

With best personal regards. 

Sincerely yours, 
©. A. Moore, Director. 
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FRESNO, CALIF., June 5, 1955. 





Hon. WARREN G. MAGNUSOD 
Nenate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 
The California Association of Airport Executives urges the passage of S. 1855 
(Monroney ) This bill is in the best interest of civil and military aviation 
and will help establish a national system of adequate airports. This measure 
will allow political subdi ons of this Nation to establish sound “pay as you go” 
airy planning instead of “boom and bust” experience in recent years by 
ce ce in airport appropriations. This association urges your support 
WILMER J. GARRETT, 


President. California Association of Airport Ravecutives. | 


McCARRAN FIELD, 
Las Vegas, Nev... June 10, 1955. 
Hon. ALAN BIBLE, 


ynited States Nenator. Washington, D. ¢ 
D> © Str: In reply to your telegram of June 8 relevant to Federal aid to 
rports, I respectfully submit the following: 


It is the thought of the board of county commissioners and the management of 
McCarran Field, that due to increased traffic at McCarran Field and the intro 
duction of jet commercial airliners in the very near future, that it is necessary to 
extend both the north-south and the east-west runways, so that we will be in 
position to handle any type of aircraft. We have surveyed the land needed, an 
appraisal has been made and we are now in the process of purchasing the land. 
We also feel it necessary to pave more area for commercial and private plane 
parking and to enlarge the present terminal building to meet the demands of 
increased traffic. 

The board of county commissioners have taken steps to initiate a $2,500,000 
bond issue to accomplish the aforementioned projects. It is our hope that Fed- 
eral funds will be made available to match this amount. It is our belief that 


we cun definitely accomplish all of these improvements and keep up with the 
anticipated growth of the airport and Las Vegas. 

I ar ending under separate cover a master plan of the airport on which 
proposed improvements will be shown. I will also enclose a copy of passenger 


istics which definitely proves the need of these improvements. 
If any further information is needed, please call on me and it will be forwarded 
immediately 
Very truly yours, 
Bos METTEN, Airport Manager. 


LAS VEGAS, NEv., June 15, 1958. 
Hon. ALAN BIBLE, 
United States Senator Washington, 2. Git 
Following is estimate of the cost of improvements proposed at MeCarran 
Field: No. 1, land acquisition for extending runway, $284,000; No. 2, extension 
of east-west runways including underpass, $1,106,048; No. 3, extending north- 
south runway, $152,494; No. 4, additional plane parking areas and taxiways, 
$117,213; No. 5, extending plane landing ramp to accommodate two more posi- 
tions, $50,000; No. 6, enlarge terminal building, $500,000; total, $2,209,755. 
Cordially, 
Ropwert M. Merten, Airport Wanager 


NT OF CLARENCE N. SAYEN, PRESIDENT, AIR LINE PILOTS ASSOCTATION, 
INTERNATION AI 


My name is Clarence N. Sayen. I am president of the Air Line Pilots Asso- 
ciation, International. The Air Line Pilots Association, International, repre- 
sents practically all of the professional airline pilots of the scheduled United 
States air carriers. The association is appreciative of the opportunity to pre- 
sent our views on S. 1855, a bill designed to assist in the proper development of 
airports throughout the Nation. We have a deep and personal interest in any 
legislation affecting the industry and, more particularly, any legislation deal- 
ing with airport development since we are prime users of such facilities. 


AMENDMENTS TO FEDERAL AIRPORT ACT 119 
The Air Line Pilots Association wishes to go on record in firm support of 
amendment to the Federal Airport Act which would pr de expendit ‘ 
S62 million annually over the next f-vear period tor the developme! or ¢ 
port We were greatly disappointed and dise raged with the yn of the 
ninistration to provide only $11 million for the fisc: vear 1956 Fede 
port aid program. It is indisputable that our own present airp e incay 
‘ meeting even our present needs efficient! ind safely In th irae etro 
nolitan areas. many of the airport facilities are presently greatly overtaxed witl 
result int delays and inconvenience to the traveling public, and er com 
munities are handicapped by lack of adequate airports to pe at I 
services and their growth. 
This problem will be compounded in the immediate future with the advent 
f faster and heavier aircraft and developments possible in turbine aircraft. 
Airport need is demonstrated by statistics showing that the airlil are rap : 
ving into a key spot among common carriers with respect to the carriage of 
passengers. As recently as 1946 the airlines hauled only 6.5 percent of the Na 
tion’s travelers By 1954, that figure had jumped more than 4 times to 28.2 


e 


percent, and this year, it is estimated that 1 out of every 3 people traveling by 
other means than automobile, or better than 33 percent of all travelers, will 
travel by plane. Further, the national business fleet of airplanes is several time 

arger than all the aircraft in domestie airline operation. These airplanes fiy 
more plane-miles than the scheduled airline fleet In addition, the use of civil 
ports by our military fleet is constantly increasing. That the Congre 
nally anticipated this growth in some measure is evidenced by the fact that the 
Federal Airport Act, which this bill seeks to amend, provided the means for an 
appropriation of over $500 million for airport construction aid through fiscal 





1955. However, concurrent with an eXpansion in excess of that anticipated, the 
Congress has appropriated less than half the amount of funds originally intended 
for such purpose. Acceptance by the Congress of the administration’s proposal to 
reduce grants-in-aid to $11 million this year, would constitute a grave legislative 
error. In view of the administration’s attitude toward the transportation indus- 
try as evidenced in the highway proposal, we are unable to comprehend the lack 
of interest in the proper development of the large segment of transportation 

hich the aviation industry represents. That this acute problem is being more 
adequately dealt with in other nations is evidenced by the fact that Canada, our 
neighbor on the north, plans to spend $75 million on an airport development pro 
gram this year. : 

SAFETY CONSIDERATIONS 


\s the gentlemen of this committee are undoubtedly aware, the responsi- 
bility for the safe and efficient conduct of a flight resides with the pilot. The 
excellent safety record of the past few years is evidence of the fact that his obli 


zation in this regard has been effectively assumed However, under present 
conditions and with modern airplanes, this obligation becoming increasingly 
difficult to fulfill In fact, our safety record will be impossible to maintain unles 


we provide the pilots with adequate tools to fulfill this objective 

A major part of the solution to this problem resides in proper airport develop 
ment. This development in terms of safety must include the lowering, relocation 
and marking and lighting of airport hazards, the elimination of those hazards 
in our approach lanes, runways of proper length and strength to accommodate 
the speed and weight of our transports, the proper marking of those runway 
to assist visual accommodation and the essential aids to navigation such as run 
Way approach lights and the proper instrument landing systems. One of our 
airline captains with many thousands of hours experience describes the airport 
approach problem as follows: 

“Ten years ago the common weather minimum was 500 feet and 1 mile and 
the common aproach speed was 90 miles per hour. Today, in some fields, we find 
minimums lowered to 200 feet and 1% miles. Approach speed has risen to 150 
miles per hour. True the alinement problem is more accurately solved where 
ILS is available, but nevertheless, the time available for the pilot to orientate 
himself properly after becoming visual has decreased tremendously—40 seconds 
to 12 seconds.” 

Airline travelers have been inconvenienced at times by the fact that the pilot 
could not land at a particular airport and it became necessary to conduct the 
flight to an airport other than that of intended landing. However, as Mr. R. B. 
Rowe of the Sperry Gyroscope Co. recently said, “This is no reflection on the 
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professional ability of the airline pilot for he is doing the best possible job with 
the tools at hand. It does, however, demonstrate graphically the inadequacy of 
his tools.” It is a somewhat surprising fact that many of the tools to eliminate 


these problems are immediately available. The industry and Government have 
reinched agreement on many matters relating to approach lighting, runway 
strength, and dimensional standards for civil airports, runway and taxi mark 
ing, uniform requirements for runway and landing strip lighting and miscel 
laneous criteria relating to airport development. For example, the industry has 
been in agreement on a proper configuration for approach lights for over 3 years. 
In fact the configuration was approved by the Air Coordinating Committee in 
1953 as a national standard. At the present date only six airports have this 
essential aid installed. The stumbling block has been the lack of sufficient funds 
to procure and install the necessary improvements. 

The report of the President’s Airport Commission published on May 16, 1952, 
called the airport problem to the attention of the Nation. A strong recommen 
dation that matching funds for Federal aid to airports should be implemented 
by adequate appropriations was included in that report. This, as has been 
pointed out previously, the Congress has refused to do. We think the record 
aptly demonstrates that development of our air transportation system is clearly 
in the public interest, both from an economic and national-defense standpoint 
Any refusal by Congress to appropriate the necessary funds to develop our air- 
ports would constitute neglect of the public interest. The airports of this Na 
tion constitute the originating and terminal points of the flow of inerstate air 
commerce and the springboards for national defense. Unless funds are immedi 
ately appropriated to assist in the development of those airports, they will be- 
come an effective barrier to a maximum flow of that commerce. In fact, a re 
verse trend in the use of airports is already making itself felt as evidenced by 
previous testimony that air carriers in the past 4 years were forced to suspend 
service at 88 points throughout the country because of inadequate airport 
conditions. 

We are very hopeful that the Congress will recognize this very obvious prob 
lem and provide the appropriations included in the amendment here under con 
sideration as rapidly as possible. Such appropriation will, in our opinion, fall 
short of answering the problem but will serve as a proper starting point. 

We would be happy to furnish the committee with additional statistical in 
formation or specific answers to questions which would assist them in reaching 
a proper decision on this very important problem. 


HARTFORD, Conn., June 16, 1955 
Hon. WARREN MAGNUSON, 
Chairman, Senate Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee, 
United States Senate, Washington, D.C.: 

The Connecticut Aeronautics Commission respectfully refers your attention 
to Senate bill 1855 now pending before the Senate Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce Committee and strongly recommend your active support $500,000 in 
matching funds for fiscal 1956. It is most essential that a 4-year program 
be adopted so that the municipalities and State can anticipate their budget re- 
quirements and work out sound airport development. Anything you can do to 
further favorable consideration of this bill will be appreciated. 

FRANCIS S. Murpuy, 
Chairman Connecticut Aeronautics Commission, Brainerd Field. 





UNITED STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS, 
Washington, D. C., June 16, 1955. 
Hon. A. S. MIKE MONRONEY, 
Chairman, Aviation Subcommittee, 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee, 
United States Senate. 

Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: Allow me to express my support for your bill, S. 1855, 
that would amend the Federal Airport Act to authorize additional funds for 
grants-in-aid to State and local authorities for airport construction. By provid- 
ing assurance of funds for the next 4 years, your bill would permit the Civil 
Aeronautics Administration and State and municipal governments to plan 
projects for airport improvement and construction with greater certainty that 
funds will be available to fulfill such obligations. 
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At present, insufficient funds, appropriated from year to year, are preventing 
many States and cities from proceeding with airport projects which have bee 
long planned and needed. State and local governments must, therefore, eithe! 
earry bond issues over a number of years or do without urgently needed airport 
facilities. This was pointed up by the House Committee on Appropriations in its 
report this year. The committee stated : 

“Testimony presented to the committee indicates that local communities have 
pledged over $100 million which has not yet been matched with Federal funds 
Testimony also indicates that many cities are paying interest on bonds issued 
several years or more ago to raise funds to participants in this program rhe 
committee believes that this program should be continued at a faster rate than 
proposed by the 1956 budget, if the local communities are to be expected to co 
operate. Further, it is uneconomical to continue to appropriate funds in small 
amounts.” 

This states quite strongly, I believe, the burden that is placed upon State and 
municipal governments, who have been delayed for years in their airport con 
struction programs while waiting for Federal funds to match the sums they have 
already raised. Your bill would correct this situation by providing assurance 
that adequate funds would be provided over the next 4 years to carry these 
projects to completion. 

As you know, both the Senate and House have reported out appropriations 
bills that would provide $20 million for grants-in-aid for airport construction 
during fiscal 1956. That is not nearly enough to meet the pressing need for air 
port improvements throughout the country for which funds are already allocated 
at the State and local levels. 

While I supported the increased appropriation for grants-in-aid for airport 
construction of $20 million in my statement to the Appropriations Committee, it 
was with the knowledge that a much larger sum was urgently needed to permit 
the earliest possible construction of those airport projects presently pending. 
The bill before your committee, S. 1855, would provide these additional funds, 
and it is for that reason that I urge its approval. Under the bill, $60 million 
would be contracted for fiscal year 1956 and a like sum for each of the following 
3 years for the construction, improvement, and repair of public airports. These 
sums would, of course, be used as matching funds to assist those State and local 
governmerts who have themselves raised funds for airport construction and im 
provement. 

What this would mean for my own State of Minnesota is best indicated by a 
letter I have received from the Commission of Aeronautics for the State of Minne 
sota, Mr. Mitchel Perrizo, Jr., and I enclose a copy of his letter which T would 
like to have made a part of the record. As Commissioner Perrizo states, there 
are in Minnesota a number of airport projects that have been held up waiting for 
Federal matching funds. The airports in Minnesota about which I am particu- 
larly concerned are those at Eveleth-Virginia,. Grand Rapids, Worthington, and 
Rochester. The additional $60 million provided in S. 1855 this year, and a like 
sum during the next 38 fiscal years should certainly permit this construction to 
go forward at the earliest possible date, and I strongly urge the committee 
that it approve the bill. 

There has been one additional factor that has delayed commencement of con- 
struction on these airport projects. I refer to the manner in which the Civil 
Aeronautics Administration has allocated grants-in-aid within the State. I 
understand that the criteria used for making this determination has been the 
annual number of enplaned passengers and the number of aircraft based at the 
airport. Quite obviously, such criteria result in the major air terminals getting 
priority over the smaller airports. It was certainly the case this past year in 
Minnesota. All the Federal money went to the two airports in the Minneapolis 
St. Paul area. While I quite agree that the Wold-Chamberlin Airport that serves 
the Twin Cities should receive such Federal assistance, I do feel, most strongly, 
that the needs of the smaller airfields throughout the State should not be dis 
regarded. It is important not only for the continued development of the economy 
throughout the State that these airports receive the assistance that will allow 
them to expand, but their improvement is also important te allow them to play 
a vital part in our national defense. I am sure that the committee will coneur 
in the importance of the small airports to the State and to the Nation. 

I realize that there is nothing in S. 1855 that would alter the criteria under 
which the grants-in-aid funds are allocated. This is a matter which is left to 
the discretion of the Administrator of the Civil Aeronautics Administration sut 
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I should hope that the co ttee \ | state most strongly in reporting out the 
b that the formula under which these funds are presently administered will be 
reviewed to the end of eliminating the present inequities that have placed an 

due burden and delay on the cities and State anxious to proceed with planned 
airport construction 

[ note that the Senate Appropriations Committee in reporting out appropria- 
tions for grants-in-aid for airport construction recognized the pressing need for 
increase in funds and also for a change in the pattern of selection of airports to 
receive assistance. The committee report indicated that while it was concerned 
about these matte t would not increase the appropriation above $20 million, 
us legislation is pe ng that would be of greater value to communities seeking 
increased grants. I trust that the committee will now take favorable action on 
S. 1855 to provide that these additional funds are soon forthcoming. <A strong 


stand in the committee report that a more equitable method of allocating the 
funds be established will insure that smaller airport projects can be started with- 
out further delay. 
[ would appreciate having this letter made a part of the record of your com- 
mittee’s hearings on Ss. IS55 
Sincerely, 
Husert H. HuMpPuHReY. 


STATE OF MINNESOTA, DEPARTMENT OF AERONAUTICS 
Holman Field, St. Paul, Minn., February 28, 1955. 
Hon. Huserr H. HUMPHREY, 
United States Senat 
Nenate Office Building, VW ashington, nC. 


DEAR SENATOR HUMPHREY: The State of Minnesota has submitted to Mr. Wil 
liam ©. Knoepfle, district airport engineer of the Civil Aeronautics Administra- 
tion, 622 Commerce Building, St. Paul 1, Minn., its Federal airports program for 
fiscal year 1946 and a copy is enclosed 

The proposed program includes those projects which require joint Federal 
State-local participation to insure successful completion. Three of these proj 
ects (Eveleth-Virginia, Grand Rapils, and Worthington) are of immediate con 
cern to this department as they were originally programed for fiscal year 1955 
but Federal moneys were not available at that time. Formal requests for Fed 
eral aid (ACA 1623) were resubmitted to the district office of the Civil Aeronau- 


tics Administration and a copy of these three requests was sent to you previ 
ously All fiscal 1955 funds were given to projects submitted by the Minneapolis 
St. Paul Metropolitan Airports Commission for use at Wold-Chamberlain and 
Crvstal Feld 

It is the hope of the Minnesota Department of Aeronautics that the Federal 
appropriation for grants-in-aid to the respective States for airport construction 
and development will be increased by the Congress over the proposed S11 m 





au of the | 


lion as recommended by the I 


>urre and that the criterion to be 
used by the Civil Acronautics Administration will be so altered as to permit at 
least a portion of the appropriation for fiscal 1956 to be available for use at air- 
ports outside major metropolitan areas such as the Twin Cities. The department 
recognizes the crucial importance of the major terminals such as Wold-Cham- 
berlain Field and would be the first to agree that these major terminals should 
receive a liberal portion of the Federal appropriation. At the same time, the 
department shares with the Minnesota Airport Operators Association, the Min- 
nesota Flying Farmers, corporate and executive aircraft owners and operators, 
municipal airport commissions and boards, elected municipal officials, and private 
aviation generally the point of view that a reasonable portion of appropriated 
Federal moneys for grants-in-aid to the States should be allocated under a 
criterion which permits the development of airports throughout the State and 
beyond the immediate metropolitan area. 

The department realizes that the problem of reconciling the needs of the out- 
State airports in relation to the needs of the airports in the metropolitan area 
is an extremely difficult one. It is not our purpose or desire to reflect upon the 
requests of the Metropolitan Airports Commission. We are enjoying the utmost 
cooperation from that body and its executive personnel. We seek only to bring 
to your attention the importance of general aviation throughout the entire State 
of Minnesota and the crucial role it plays in the economy of Minnesota. The 
department of aeronautics would be pleased to have the opportunity to submit 
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to you more detailed information on the current economic importance and future 
potential of general aviation throughout the State should you feel it wor 
helpful. 

With kind regards, 


Sincerely yours, 


MITCHEL PERRIZzO., Jr., Commis 


STATE OF MINNESOTA, DEPARTMENT OF AERONAUTIE 
Holman Field. St. Paul. Mini Fe bruary 21,4 


FEDERAL AIRPORT PROGRAM FOR STATE OF MINNESOTA FOR FISCAL YEAR ULY 
rO JUNE B80, 1956 


The State of Minnesota, Department of Aeronautics, herein submits to the 
office of the district airport engineer of the Civil Aeronautics Administration 
the Minnesota Federal airport program for fiscal 1956. This program is divided 
into three parts, (1) primary projects for which requests for Federal a 
(ACA 1623) have been submitted, together with such material as related to the 
establishment of local need under the Federal criterion and for which State and 
local moneys are currently available, (2) secondary projects for which forma 
requests for Federal aid (ACA 1625) have not at this time been submitted, and 
(3) projects proposed by the Minneapolis-St. Paul Metropolitan Airports 
Commission : 








Primary projects State funds Local fund Federal fund 
E veleth-Virginia $36, 666. 67 $18, 333. 33 $55, 000 $110. OO 
(Clear, grade and drain extension to east-west 
runway (300 x 2,200 feet pave 100 x 2,100 
feet, mediun itv lights on east-west 
runway; perimeter fencing and miscellaneou 
construction 
Grand Rapids 40, 666. 67 %”). 333. 33 61. Of 
(Clear, grade, and drain an extension of nort! 
outh landin strip (1,325 x 250 feet ® 
100 x 3,800-foot run\ t 1 i 
edium intensity runway light 6-inch 
beacon and lighted windcone 
W orthingeton FO O00. 1 2? ( ( QR 
Grade and drain north-south runway (4,206 
300 feet): pave 4,000 x 100-foot runwa 
dium intensity lights on north-sout 
\ 45-inch beacon, lighted i 
apron flood light 
Total 3 54 GR. 16 ( 1 Ai ( 
No | 1 Fea i t 


The original requests for Federal aid were submitted to the district offic 
the Civil Aeronautics administration, 622 Commerce Building, St. Paul 1, Min 
for the above projects on August 12, 1954. Both State and local funds were 
able during fiscal 1955. State and local funds to meet sponsor’s share of costs 
continue to remain available. Formal filing of requests for Federal aid (ACA 
1625) and additional material concerning the Eveleth-Virginia, Grand Rapids 
and Worthington projects outlining the local need under the established CAA 
allocation criterion was also forwarded to the office of the district airport engi 
neer on January 11, 1955. This was merely to amplify material previously filed 
with the district office of the Civil Aeronautics Administration at the time of 
the original requests for fiscal 1955 funds in August of 1954. 


SECONDARY PROJECTS 


The State program contemplates projects at Fairmont, Duluth, Owatonna, and 
Rochester for which Federal requests (ACA 1623) have not been submitted 
These projects are dependent on legislative decision on the State appropriation 
for a part of the sponsor’s costs and local decision relative to the municipal share 
of the sponsor's costs. Similarly, the decision of the Congress as to total appro 
priations for grants-in-aid to the States will have a definite bearing on any 
requests for Federal aid for the secondary projects. Estimated total cost of the 
secondary projects listed above (local, State, and Federal shares) would be 
about $600,000. 
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PROJECTS PROPOSED BY MINNEAPOLIS-ST, PAUL METROPOLITAN AIRPORYS COMMISSION 
It is the understanding of the Minnesota Department of Aeronautics that the 
Minneapolis-St. Paul Metropolitan Airports Commission submitted to the office 
of the district airport engineer of the Civil Aeronautics Administration, 622 
Commerce Building, St. Paul 1, Minn., a Federal airport program for the air 
ports under the jurisdiction of the Metropolitan Airports Commission in which 
Federal aid was requested. The fiscal 1956 Federal airport program of the 
Metropolitan Airports Commission has not been brought to the official attention 
of the Minnesota Department of Aeronautics and is therefore not a part of the 
Federal airport program for the State of Minnesota as herein submitted. 
There are, of course, several other projects contemplated in the State airport 


program for the forthcoming biennium, July 1, 1955, to June 30, 1957, which do 


not anticipate Federal participation and which will be carried forward with local 


and State funds 
MINNESOTA DEPARTMENT OF AERONAUTICS, 


By MITCHEL PERRIZzO, Jr., Commissioner 


HaArtTrorp, CONN,, June 16, 1955 
Ifon. Prescorr Busn, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.: 

The Connecticut Aeronautics Commission respectfully refers your attention to 
Senate bill 1855 now pending before the Senate Interstate and Foreign Commerce 
Committee and strongly recommend your active support. At present Connecti- 
cut airports have available $500,000 in matching funds for fiscal 1956. It is most 
essential that a 4-year program be adopted so that the municipalities and State 

can anticipate their budget requirements and work out sound airport develop 
went. Anything you can cdo to further favorable considerntion ot this i ill w: 


be appreciated. 
FrRaNcIS S. Murpny, 


Chairman, Connecticut Aeronautics Commission, Brainerd Field 








